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Preface

In late September 1974, Governor Edwin W.- Edwards -named a- statewide
committee to study and make recommendations on- teacher pay and other facets
of public education. The Governor stated:

"In establishing this committee I want to see Louitriana
develop some approach, whether used in other states or
original, that will grant increases in a manner that
will give some aseurance that they will contribute to
upgrading the product of the schools."

Committee members appointed by the Governor represented. a variety of
interests and backgrounds. They were:

Edward J. Steimel, Chairman
Executive Director, Public Affairs Research Council, Baton Rouge

Victor Sussie
President, Louisiana AFL-CIO, Baton_ Rouge

Shelby Davis
Partner, Voorhies , Davis and Clostio CPA s , Lafayette

Prandis Durand
Partner, <Ernst and- Ernst, New Orleans

Ms. CherY1 gitaing,
Executive Viee President, United Teachers of New Orleans, New Orleans

Jamesiii. -Firriberg.
Coordinator, Institutional Research, LSU, Baton Rouge

Mrs . Henrietta =George
?resident, -Monroe -City School Board, Monroe-,

James -Graugnard=
President, Louisiana -Farm -Bureau_Federittion, St. _James

J. 'K. -Haynes
Executive Sriettiry, Louisiana Education AssOdiation, Baton Rouge

Ralph F. Howe
Manager-, Baton ROuge Refinery, axon- 'CoMpany =U.S.A., Baton Rouge

Dr. Joseph Kite
Assistant Superintendent for Management, Research and Finance,
State Department of EdUcation, Baton Rouge

J. O. Lancaster
-SuPerinterident, Ouachita Parish=Seho_ol =System, -Monroe

James- Morris=
Assistant -Executive- -Secretary,_ Lod:slat:a -Teachers- Association,_ Baton- Rouge-

George :Nelson
Predident,_-Querbes-_and- Bourquin Insurarice,_ Shreveport

JamesED. Prescott
Executive Secretary, Louisiana -Sdhool -Boards- Association, _Baton- Ronge-

Charles-E. -Roemer -II
Commissioner, LOuisiana- DiVision_ Of Adminittration,_ -Baton =Rouge

Edward=-W-. -Stagg_
Executive Director, Council fOr a Hetter=_Louibiana, Baton Rouge

Don R.- -Truly
-President, Louisiana Teachers- Association, Baton_-Rouge

Volover -Williams-
-President, Louisiana Education Association,_ Baton Rouge_
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The Governor I,p Education Study Committee held its organizational meeting

on October 7, 1974. Mr. J. 0. Lancaster was elected vice-chairman. The

committee decided to employ an independent _research staff, and $50,000 was

provided by the State Department of Education to finance operations of the

committee and staff.

A research director and co=director-were employed at the committee-Ts:

second-meeting, on October 21, 1974, However, it was not until mid - December

that.a research staff was- assembled and began its research tasks-. -Members of

the research staff were:

Miss Emoiene Pliner, Research' Director
Dr., J. Berton Gremillion*, Co-Director
Dr. A. Troy Barksdale*, Senior Researcher
Dr. E. C. Harrison*, Senior Researcher
Guy W. Johnson, Senior Researcher
John R; Williams*, Senior Researcher
Mrs. Barbara Babin, Junior Researcher
Mrs. Judy Cooper, Secretary

*Part-time.

The research staff presented its findings to the committee on April 7,
1975 and the committee approved its recommendations to the Governor on April 24,

1975. This report consists of both the staff and committee reports.

-Another important researeh -device- Utilized -by the- cominittee-Was-a- -state,-

Wide-survey of the publin-, teachera -and- -aohool =adidinistrators. The committee

contracted -with the- professional _polling_ firm -of- Louis_,_ Bowles, and=-GrOve ,- Inc-. ,_

Rebearch sand-- Management 'Consultants-, Dallas==for the- =Surveys- -at-a do a t--of

-$39*0 plus pestage for q4estionnaires- to -every teacher-=and =school ,S.cirni.ri stra

"..tor--in- tilt. _state. Results -of the- survey regarding_ attitudes:-oh various- aspects-

of public-education Vere preaented to the =committee- on-March 10, 1975.

:The committee approT-ied an- outline -Of areas- of ;Study :Vat the- _coMmittee-

Staff -were unable to complete all -assignments- within- the presdribed -time.

-StudieS that were incomplete -as-- -well -asr-areas= not covered=- are indicated in-

Chapter 741.

The =Governor -charged_ the =Committee-with -detising_ a program= -"dedicate& to-

providing -educatiOnal excellence- in Lcuisitina;" This -= was :-a serious-and vital

charge-.= No -other factor will affect -1,ouisiiines- futtre_ (36==tincly as- quality -- public

-ethication,_ for only through a -well,,educated- citizenry can-Louisiana -accelerate-
itS- economic_:advanceMent, gain tore political maturity sand- bring: abont greater

-social understanding-among its-diirerse_peoPIe.

Although _membera_ of the :_committee-held -divergent _Views-, they _were able -to=

achieve -a greater Understanding _of the problems,- of :education-._ To_ -re c ognize

problems is- the first- _step,toward-- -adhieVing solutions. -The -- committee -=took

this= first-step: an& _offere& dolUtions- for _Some-of- -the critical problem- are-as.

Its task is- -nct complete, but -hopefullY the work it initiated-vill =be carried=

forward so that "edUcational excellence in- 'Louisiana"- -among: the- various Components.
-that -make -up the -education system will -henome _a reality. 1.
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CHAPTER I

HISTORY OF LOUISIANA'S STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULES

FOR TEACHERS

Louisiana has had a long history of state financing of teachers' salaries,

although it has not always been through a state schedule.

Financing Prior to 1948

State pvernment in Louisiana provided general aid to local school systems

prior to 1930, but solely on a per educable basis. The state took a major step

in 1930 to subsidize public education through establishment of a minimum state school

fund at the rate of $12 per educable child; $10 of this amount was distributed on
9
a per elducable basis and $2 to needy syptems through an equalization formula. The

equalizationcformula approved in 1930 includedf'aP factors the cost of instruction

in white and black schools. The instructional costs included a state salary alloca-

Aion of $800 per white teacher and $300 per black teacher allotted and employed.

In essence, this approach represented the first effort by the state to provide

minimum teachers' salaries.

The state changed its ratio of per educable and equalization funds in 1934,

with the net effect being =to increase the amount of state funds distributed on an

equalization basis. As a results the amount paid by the atate per teacher was
1' ,

increased -in- 1934--35 to. per white teachetAnd4350=per black teacher. Additional

Increases followed so-that-by 1947,-48 the atate waszProviding$2200-per-white teacher

%and-$1400=pet =black teacher.

6 A

The -practice of the state differentiatingteacheral-aalaties-according to-

race ended =then it adopted-its first minimum salary- dheduie in 1948-. -HoWeverr

despite the legally- mandated -state Schedule, reimbursement to local-school-boards-for

-Oalariep was Mot-made on the taxis- Of the exact'_cost of the schedule until 1956,

State Minimum Salary Schedules from 1948 to Present

-Louisiana first adopted a state-minimtM-salary law-fmm-..teachers:in 1948-. The-initial

=schedule, -as =well as all subsequent ones -,represented -the teacher-pay-arrange-

menu, 1.3.1-a "single salary schedtle" keyed to two-faCtors: -(1)= annual inereiOpts-

tased=on_years of experience up to.a stipulated-period and-1-2Y higher payiaceles-fot

advanced-trainingi:or degrees. Teachers-can expect automatic annual increases-aathey

move-upthe scale in terms of years of service -and educational-attainment until they

reach the top -of -the acale -for their classification.

15
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LoUirdanals state teacher-salary schedules have never provided for other factors,

such as pay based on personal development other than degrees, performance or-merit of

teachers, or differential pay for different responsibilities or levels of-teaching

assignments. The state has also never provided longeVity steps-which would give

teachers small raises at various Intervals after they reached the maximum; although

some local Systems-do provide for nominal longevity pay..

While all of Louisiana's state schedules have been based on the two factors of

experience and degrees, the importance assigned to each has changed over the years.

During the past 27 years, Louisiana has had only five acts establishing a minimum

salary schedule for teachers. The last schedule was enacted in 1968, but since then

a cost of living factor has -been superimposed. A 1972 act calls for an annual cost

of living adjustment, and acts of the 1973 and 1975 special sessions have provided funds

for such increases.

-A_ -cost-of,-living 'raise for -teachers did- not -originate in Louisiana -with -the-

1972 act tilt -aotUally, -20- years- before= that Two years afterthe-.-first= Lbuisiana

-state salary schedule 4as =adepted in, 19484 the Korean==Confiiet sstarlEed and the -cost-

of- living increased- 10.5 percent from = 1950 to 1952. Thenlegislaturetook -Cognizance-

of thia-and through Act 44-Of- 1952,_ appropriated-ione.4eighth=of the-State _sales:tax

-colleCtions- for rs 3.0 rpereent- incroase,_ -Up to -a makiinum==ef- a__year, for- Tsalaries _of

teachers= -and other- school personnel during fiscal 1952-53-Eta- 1953=54. The state-

=mininnim-_,salary -schedUld -was= reVised_ in_ 1954,_ =an& this: ne--ichedule- incerporated-
.

these cost -of-living indzeaseb- Plusz=additional _upward - adjustments.

The fiVe state minimum stilsay schedules plus three cost-of-living raises

enacted since 1948 have meant that the state has upped the level of = teacher pay

every three or four years, on the average.

Louisiana's minimum teacher salary schedules from 1948 to the present are smormkrized

in Table 1. Table 2 shows the number and amount of increments for each of these state

schedules.

Louisiana has not followed consistent policies in revising its state salary

schedules for teachers. Over the years the state has added increments for certain

categories of teachers and ==reduced= the number of
increments for other categories. It

eliminated paying nondegroo teachers with college training of less than two years, and

added schedules for categories of teachers above the master degree level. Increases

helve been based* on different policies at different times. For example, revised schedule

have emphasized larger raises to the* more experienced teachers with advanced degrees,

16
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_while the latest increase in 1975 gives greater emphasis to the less experienced

teachers with lower academic achievement. The state has granted across-the-board

dollar increases which tend to blur the distinction given experiende and education,

and also across-the-board percentage increases which maintain a salary structure.

Throughout the years, annual increments have been modest; they are not tied to

personal development other than college credit. Although..salaries are higher for

advanced college education, the state does not require that such training be in the

areas of specialization utilized by the teachers. The state salary schedule that

exists today is a composite of the various approaches of the past. There has -been no

pervading policy as to how much consideration should be given for experience and

degrees.

Even the determination of experience and training _as- they apply to -salaries -has

some questionable aspects. For -example, all teaching experience acquired by a teacher

not necessarily -cOnnted- in--determining-lis==salarY increments-. -R-._ 17:424-_ :requires-

,nat teachers- transferring_ froM one- local ,system- to- another within the -state he -giVen_

kulI credit for _years -of- -satisfactory teaching=,_ =and R. S-. 17-:424.1 -adds- that 1.61tisiana

certified teachera_ transferring to the- Armed- Forces- InStitute be :given- -credit for

such teaching -upon their return =to et- _school system-- in= liOnisiana. However,_ it- is- left

tqt, to 'odd hether- any other-out=of4=state-experience is-=to be

cbunted-as_well -as- teaching _experience: at--any institution-of =higher -education, whether

in _or- ont of _state._ -Teaching experience in parochial-schools-may-not he _Counted -by

loofa systems -under ariattorney genera:Its opinion of JanuarY 214;-1, 1975.,

In two instances in the state schedule, the state pays for college hours without

stipulating the nature of the course work. Two-year nondegree teachers must acquire

60 semester hours of college work to be so classified, and three-year nondegree teachers

must acquire 90 semester hours (Circular 4065, August 31, l955), but such hours nodd not

be in a particular field or.. level of study. Teachers with a master's degree plus 30

graduate hours are paid more than teachers with less training but again, the state does

not require =that these hours be in a Planned or structured Program.

Adoption- of -a new state salary isahedUle =hasz_ncit-always- meant that teachers- -received-

those- indreaseS, the year -of the new schedule. -Since- 1956,_ there has- been a lag hetWeen_

enactment of ,a new schedule and financing it Generally by the time= a- neW_-=schedule-
.

was= fully financed, it had become obsolete. Rende,_ a new cycle hegan for _passage of a

new-schedUle- And -then for money to -pay i-t._ A_ cOst of living_ increase, -enaated in-_ 1972-,

-was- thought to he a way to -keep, teachers-salaries, -current -without the recurring- =problem-



of enacting new schedules and increasing taxes to- finance them. However, because of

high inflation and the fact that state as well as other local employees share in the

raise, the amount needed by the state to finance cost-of-living increases each year

could be a considerable sum.

The following it-e. brief -summary of Louisiana's state minimum teacher salary

schedules.

,Act 155 of 1948, the original act, was a simple schedule which remained in effect

for six years--from fiscal. 1948-49 through fiscal 1953-54 The state paid nondegree

teachers-with -less than a year of college or only one -year, but such teachers received

no annual increments. The state did not provide a schedule for teachers with degrees
beyond a master's. Annual increments were $100 ayear -- up to 9 years experience
for a bachelor' s degree and up to 12 years for a master' degree. (See Table 3.Y

Act 8 of -1954 made several changes in the 1948 salary schedule. Annual

increments remained-at $100,_ -but be.chelor s-- degree- teachers= receiVed- increments

up to 12: years1- experience -and_masterl_s: degree teachers-, up= to- 19 _years. =Generally,_

the new- schedule- upped -- saIeriesi-bY $400-1_although- the- more experience- tadhelor-

degree teachers receiVed-a -$500: pay boost. - ___f(See Tables -4 =and 5,==): -The- 1954-

ssohedule remained in effect from 1954,-55 through fiabal 1956,$7-

Act 3 of 1956 restructured the state schedule, with larger increases granted the

mOre- -experienced -teachers :with =advanced- degtees., =For -examPle, a -begtnni teacher -=with

a bachelor' =s --degree-= received re. -4600=raisei, whereas °a- =bachelor degree- teacher With= 12-

yearsi =eXPerience- received a _$1600- increase. Increases- for -a master's- =degree teacher

ranged 'from $700:with- =no- exiIerience- to _$2i000= for- those- With: 15 yearsr =experience-,

The 1956--act -aisb-added increments for nondegree teachers; and, -red-aced the=

increments, for teachers-mith---a:tasterl-s- degree frOn= 19- to -15 -years., (-See -Tables= 6_

and TO= :The_ -act -was-igradually implenieited-7,one,half- in fiecal 1957,581_and 1958-59

and= three4ourths- in _fiscal 1959,60. 1i was fully-financed'_ in fiscal-196041._

Act 28- of 1961 -continUed the_ -practice= of_ larger increases, for= those- teachera

-with_ longer, experience_ and advanced- -degrees:. A lieginning-bacheItir -degree- teachai

--receiVed: =a :$11-000-_ increase -Whereas- _one- with 10: years! experi ce=_ re ceived- a- _$1400-

raise. Begintingrimaster-degree- teachers-ialsO _got -a $1i000- inerease, but increases

-Were- nteppedlup-after the fifth year.

=The 1964 -act made -- a number- -of other =changed-. It elithinated _state payment for

teachers,i(ith less -than two _years- of college, =shortened- the_ _number -of- incremOnts-

-for teaahers'with- -bachelor te and master t_s- degrees, :and added -schedules= -for teachers
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with 30 graduate hours beyond a master's degree and for those with a doctorate.

(See Tables 8 and 9.)

Like the 1956 act, the 1964 act was phased in, and not fully implemented

until. fiscal 1967-68.

A2-139Lot 1968 took another approach; it granted a $1600 increase to all teachers,

regardless of experience or degrees. It also added a salary schedule for teachers

with a specialist in edudation degree -- a structured program beyond the master's

degree but less than a doctorate. (See Tables 10 and 11.)

The 1968 schedule was not financed until fiscal 1970-71 at which time teachers

received a $1200 increase, or three-fourths of the schedule. The full $1600 increase

was granted in fiscal 1971-72.

Special Acts: Two special acts and a State Board of Education resolution provided

for certain groups of teachers to receive salaries above those stipulated in the state

minimum salary schedtile.

Act 275 of 1960 proVided that teachers of exceptional children be paid 10 percent

above base pay. In practice, the local school systems rather than the state pay this

additional aiaount, although if a system pays all teachers 10 percent above the state

scale, this has -been interpreted by the attorney general to satisfy the legal require-

tient for special education teachers.

Act 611i. of 1970 provided that teachers without degrees who have taught for 15 years

and hold a lifetime teaching certificate are to receive the same minimum salary as

teachers with a ba.chelor ' s degree with the same number of years ' teaching experience,

provided the nondegree teacher has completed six hours of college credit towards a

bachelor's degree in education in each year in which the additional salary is received.

A June 26, 1970 resolution of the State Board of Education provides =that instructors

in trade and industrial education who have a high school diploma or its equivalent and

six years' working experience plus 15 college hours of vocational-technical training

be-- paid`=by the state the same as teachers with a be:chi-31er 1-8 degree._

let =155 -of._ 1972 provided that teachers and other school employees are to- receive

-salary -adjustments- bas(d- an the-hationall Consumer Tribe- Index -either --up or-down -,

-- depending upon =ohs ages' in the _cost=of-diving-.-

Theact vaa first implemented by _Act of the 1973 =Ex.- Sess.- which ProVided -a

5__5 peraerit_ increase to -all teachers-. The 5-.5 percent Was_ financed -for only half of

=fiscal 1973;q4,_ _and- fully implemented in_ -fiiscal 19711=754 :(See -Tables- 12--and 13.1
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Act 52 of the 1975 Ex. Seas. continued the practice of granting a cost-of-living
increase. However, instead of granting all teachers the same percentage increase, the
1975 act granted a $400 -a year increase, or 5 percent, whichever was greater, and set
a $1,000 maximum on the annual raise. This act was implemented for half of fiscal
19714-75, and doubtless will be fully financed in fiscal 197576. Table 14 -shows the

state minimum salary schedule that is in effect for fiscal 19714-75. Tables 15 and 16
show the schedule and increases that will be in effect for fiscal 1975-76 unless a
new salary schedule is adopted.

As shown in Table 17, the $400 increetse means considerably more than a 5 percent
increase for certain categories of teachers, i.e. all nondegree teachers as well as.
teachers with degrees at the lower ends of their respective schedules. However, since
most teachers are at the top of their scale, moat will receive the 5 percent increase.

008t-of-LiviniConcent: , Act 355 of 1972 was an attempt to keep teachers'
salaries current by 'pegging them to a cost-of-living index.' The Consumer Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners- and Clerical Workers) published ty the U-._ S. Bureau =of
Labor Statistics, is- to he- the =basis- Sor the computations . The 1972- act proVides:
"The -coatofaiving salary increase shall he- based-and= Computed= on the =.statewide=

minlium= =salaries= =and salary -schedules-establiehed =by law and shall -be =adjusted -annually
in- acoordance with increases or decreases= in the Consumer Price Indet =over the
preceding calendar year period ending December 31."

This provision- can be interpreted several wiys. One would use-- the-December

index rather than the annual *average. Another point -of difference :is, whether- the
index be- measured in terms of the- numerical or percentage change each year The

following illustrates the different results from different aPproaches:

=Dedember 1974- Index
December 1971 Indek

=Numerical -:IfifferenCe=
Percent-Increase

Annual 1974 Index
Animal 1973 Index

Numerical Difference
Percent Increase

155.4
138-.5

16.9 Index Points
%

1474
-1-33-.1_

14.7- Index -Points

If- Act 355- is- interpreted= to= mean -that teachers-are-tcreceive_ -salary increases=
-based- on the_ -annual =percentage -change- in-_ the-- Indexl= as= the -wording -of- the-act -would-
seem- to- indicate, then- thaistate,haa=come= to= Meeting the regitirements,:of- the-

_eat 20 =



As shown in Table 18, the increase in the 1972 annual index was 3.3 percent.

The following fiscal year, 1973-74, teachers received a 2.75 percent raise. (Act 355

stipulates that 1973-74-was to be the first year of implementation.)

The increase in the 1973 annual index was 6.2-percent. The following fiscal

year, 1974-75, teachers received-a 5.25 percent increase (2.75 percent carryover

from the half year finanding of the previous year, pits 2.5 percent from the 1975

act.)

ik The increase in the-1974 annual Index was,11 percent,_ which would be applicable

for Italary adjustments in fiscal 1975 -76. Teachers should receive intiscal1975-76

the remaining 2.5-percent _or-WO increase begtn in ffical 1974,75r leaving a

difference-of-8.3 percent, if the cost,-of-living-rise is-to-be met,

j
The- State Board of EducatiOn= has reqUested a 12 percent cost-Of4living increaSe

in teachers' -salaries- for fiscal 19757.76. HoWever, the 5 percent or $400 raise=

already granted by a 1975 act was not -taken into consideration. If the new-raise

is :considered, then the Board's- request would actually represent a -7 Percent increase ._

°,1
14.1.46.
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Years \
_of ,

Eicperiends.....--....

Table 3.
STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

(Act 155 of 1948)

Less- Than One Two Three
-One- Year Year Years_ Years
College. College _College- College-
---41 _.,.............. _. Bachelor's Master's

'Degree Degree...---_

1St= _$ -1200- -$- Iwo= -$ -1800= $--2100, 4_240oi $-2590,

2d'

-3rd--

=11th=

=5th-

1900- :2200: -2500

:2000E 2300 2600

.=2100= :2400- 2700:

:2500 52800-.

_2600=

=2700=

2800

2900i

6th ,--, _2900= _3000:

7th- 3000 3100-

=8th= -3100- 3200-

,-9th 3200- 3390:-
4

10.tii,
3400=

lIth 3500_

12th 3600=
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Table 4.

STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

(Act 8 of 1954)

Years of
Experience

Less,,.Than
One _.-n,r
College

One
Year

College

Two
Years

College

Three
Years

College

$ 1600 $ 1900 $ 2200- $ 2500-

,
1 2.300 2600

2 2400 2700

3 2500 2800

if 29oo

Bachelor's Master's
Degree Degree

$ 2800 $ 2900

2900 3000

3000. 33.00

31oo 3200

32oo 33 00

5 3300 3400

6 i, 3400 3500

7
.- 3500 3600

8 3600 3700-

9

1

3700 3800

3860 3900
. /

n 3900 4000

12 4000 4100

13

1

41
4206

14 4300

15 litioo

16 4500

17 ti. 46. o o

18 4700g
,

19 / -4800
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. Table 5.

INCREASES, ACT 8 OF 1954 COMPARED TO

Less Than
One Year
College

PRIOR ACT (Act 155 -of 1948)
.

One Two .Three Bache-
Year Years Years lor s

College .College College . Degree
Master's
Degree--------

$ 400 $ 400 $ 400 $ boo $ boo $

i

400 400 440 400

boo 40o boo 400

400 400 400 440o

400 boo -400

500 400

500 boo n

500 400

500 -boo

-500- -boo

boa
=boo

-(2): -_Cry

15
;WY

3.7=

18-

19- =_(=1-)=

100 -a year incrementtlyded.

F'

27

r.
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Table 6.

STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

-(Act 3 of 1956)

Less- Than

One Year
College

One

Year -

College

Years
College

Three
Years

College
Bachelor's

Degree

$ 1900 2200 $ 2400 $ 2800 $ 3400

2000 2300 2500 2900 3500

2100 2400 2600 3000 3600

2200 2500 2800 3200 3800

3000 3400 4000

3200- 3600 4200

3400 3800 1+40)

3600 4000 4600

3800 4200= 4806

4000 4400 5000

- 4600 5200

5400

ltaster s

Degree

$ 3600

3700

3800

4000

4200

4400

40()

4800

5000

=5200

5400

12 5600 5800

5600

13 , 6000

14

15

-6200r

6400



Table 7.

DOLLAR INCREASES, ACT 3 OF 1956 COMPARED TO

PRIOR ACT (Act '8,of1954)

Years of
Experience

Lens Than

One Year
College

'One-

Year

College

Two
Years

College

Three
Years
College

Bache-
lor's
Degree

0 $ 300 $ 300
8,

$ 200 $ 300 $ 600

1 (1) (1) 200 300 600

2 (1) (1) ..72:-.00 300 boo

3- (1) (1) 300 400 700.

4
'7'

(2) 500 800

5 ,''''
(2) (2) goo .

6 (2) (2)= l000

(2) (2) 1100-

(2) (2) 1200
-

(2) .(2) ,,-.1300

10 (2)-------
1400

11 1500

12 160o

13-

14

i5 \

4f-

(l) $100 a year increment added.

(2) $200 a year increments added.

(3) Increments up to 19 years' experience eliminated,

29

Master's
Degree---
$ 700

700

700

800

900

l000

1100

3.2o6

1300

1400

1500

1660

170o-

1800

190o

2000

(3)



Table 8'.

STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

(Act 28 of 1964)

Two Three Ph . D or

Years of Years Years Bachelor's Master's Master's Ed .D

Experience College College Degree- Degree Plus 30* Degree11 Ia
0

$ 2400 $ 280o $ 440o $ 4600 $ 460o, $ 53oo

2500 290o 4600 4800 -48o0 55oo

2 2600 3000 4800 5000 5000 5700

3 2800 3200 5000 5200 5200 6000

4 3000 3400 5200 5400 5k00 6300

5 3200 360o- 5400 5700 5750 6600

6 3400 3800 560o _-hobo 61oo 69oo

4l00 5800 6300 61+0 7200
7 3600

8 3900 4400 600o 6600 680O 75o0

9- 4200 4700 63oo 6900 7150 7800

lo 4500 5000 6600 72o0. 7500 81o0

la 7500 785o 840o
Q

12 8200 8700

*Master's degree pins 30-igradnate_tours.
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Table 9.

DOLLAR INCREASES ACT 28 OF -1964 COMPARED TO

PRIOR ACT (Act 3 of 1956)

Years of
Experience

Two

Years
College

11

"Three

Years
College=

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master' =s

Plus '30 *

Ph.D. or
D.

Degree

0 (2) (2) $ 1000 $ 1000 (6) (6)-

1 (2) (2) 1100 1100

2 (2)- (2) 1200 1200-

3 (2) (2) 1200 1200

4 (2)- (2)_ 1200 1200-

-5 -(2) (2) 1200 1300

-6 -_(2)- (2)- 1200: 1400:

7- -(2)_ $ 100 1200 1500-

8- $-3.00 200 1200- 1600s

9- 200 3001 1300 1700=

10 (3)- :Iwo: Vfoo= labo

11 ^ _04 1900;

12 -(-5-)-

(1:)_ Teachers -14ith, leas -than- I year and 1 year of college -eliMinated

-from: state schedule.

12)- No= -change.

131- -New. $300- increment_ -added.

(4): Incretents to -12 yearat: experience- eliminated.

( -5)- Incrementa- 'to= 15- Yearal- experience- eliminated-.

=(6)= = New schedule.-

* -Master ' s degree plus 30 graduate-hOurs

4.

31.
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Table 10.

STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

(Act 397 of 1968)

Years of
Experience

Two
Years
College

Three
Years
College

-

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's Master's-

Degree ,plus 3G*

Specialist
In

Education

Ph.D. or
Ed. D.
Degree

o $ 4000 $ 4400 $ 6000 $ 6200 $1,6200 $-6500 -$ -6900=

1.

1 laoo- 450: 6200 ,6400= 6400 -670o 7100-

2 420o 4600 6400- -6600 6600 6900 7300

3= :4400- '4800- =6600 -680o i68o0 7100- 76001

;4 4600- -5000= =6800= 7000 7000_ 7300- 7900-

5 -48-o0 5200- 7000= 7300 7350- -7650Y =8200=

6 -5000- 5400= 7200= 7600- 7700, =8000-^ -8500=

7 -5200- -5700-_, 7400: 7900 -8050- :8350- 8800-.

-8- -5500: -6000- 7600= 8200- -8400- :8700- 9100-

9- 5800: :6300: 7900 -8500= -8750 9050 9400.

10 6100- -6600- -8200 :8800 9100= -9400= -9700

11 9100- -9450= 9750_ 10000

12 -9800- 10100 10300=

*Masteios degree plus 30 graduate hours.



Table U.

DoLLAB. INCREASES, ACT 397 OF 1968 COMPARED TO
PRIOR ACT (Act 28 of 1964)

Two Three_ Specialist Ph.D. or
Yearc of "Years Years Bachelor ' a_ -Master ' s- Master's In -Ed. -D.

:Experience _College_ College- -Degree Degree- PluS 30 *- Education Degree
. =111, 1.1.101CollprIMP 110110.1=1./..7. imems...MOIMMIIIM11.11111.

0 $ 1600

1 3.600

2 1600-

3-- 1600

4 1600

5_ 1600._

-6- 1600-

7 1600

'8= 3-.600=

-9- 1600,

10- 1600i

U.
12-

r)

4 1600
1600

1600

1600

1600

1600

_3.600-

,_3.600=

3.600-

1600-

16001

$ 1600

1600

1600

1600

1600

_3.600

1600-

1600:

1600_

1600

10o-

$ -1600-

1600_

1600_

1600-

1600

_1600-

_100=

160o

_103oz -,

3.600-

1600_

1600-

$ 1600-

160o

1600

1600

1600-

3.600--

1600:

1600-

1600'

1600_

1.600-

1600,

16O0=

(1)- -$

Neer= schedule.

*Master s degree plus 30 graduate hours .

i600
1600

1600
i -

1600

1600 -

1600

-1609:

-1600-=

1600;

1600-

3.600=

-1600=.

i1600-

3.



Table 12.

STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

(Act 397 of 1968 plus 5.5% cost of living increase provided by

Act 355 of 1972 as implemented by Act 14 of 1973 Ex. Sess.)

Years of
erience

Two
Years
College

Three
Years
College-

Bachelor ' s

Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Plus 30*

Specialist

In
Education

Ph.D. or
Ed. D.
Degree

$,4220 _$ 4642 $ 6330 $ 6541 $ 6541 $-6858 $ -7280

1 4325 4748 6541 6752 6752 7068- 7490

2 =4431 =4853_ 6752 -6963_ =6963= -7280- , ,44702

3- 4642 -506k -6963i 7174 -7174 740- '8018-

=4 1453- -5275- -7174 7385 -7385 -7702 -335

5= -5064 5486= 7385- 7702- 7754 8071 =8651_

-6 5275- 5697- 7-596 =8018_ _-8124 -8440- :89.68=

-7 5486- 6014- -7807 -8335 -8493 -8809- ,9284 --

8- 5801 -6330 8018_ -8651 -8862 9178 -9600,

-9 -6i-l9 6647 8335 8968- 9231 . 9548= _9917

10- -6435 6963_ 8651 9284_ 9600- 9917- 10234:

ii 9600 9970 10286 10550:

12 10339 10655_ 10867

* Master's degree plus 30 .graduate hours.
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Table 13.

DOLLAR INCREASES, ACT 14 OF 1973 EX. SESS, ,COMPARED TO

PRIOR ACT (Act 397 \kof 1968)

Two Three .Master' a' Specialist- . j3h.D.. or

Years of years Years Bachelor' a tMaster's= Plus In Ed., D.

orieince College College Degree Degree 30 * Education- Degree
. . ._ .4,..----....--

.. . ..
... ,

o

1

2:

$ 220 $ 242 $ 330 $ 341 $ 341 $ 358 -$-380

45 248 341: 352: 352 368 390

231' 253 352 363 363 . 380 402-

242 264 363 374 374 390. 4181

253: 275 374 385 385= . 402 435

264. 286 . 385- 1402' 404 424. 451

275 297. 396= 418- 424- 440: 468=

286 314 407- '435 443 459 '484-

303= 330-, 418, 451 =462, 478- 500=

319, 347 :435 '468 481. 498 5174

335=, 363 =451 :484 :500 517 -534

i
500 520: '536 550

539 555 567

*Master n degree -plus' 30- _graduate, -hours-.
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Table

STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

ACT 52 OF 1975 EL SESS.

(Half year - $200.or 2.'5% Effective for 1974-75)

Two
Years

-College

Three
Years
College

Bachelor's-
Degree

Master's_

Degree
Master's
Plus 3o*

Specialist
In

Education

Ph.D. or
Ed. D.
Degree

11MINOMP

$4420 $4842_ _$6530° $6743. -$6743. $7058 $7480

4525 4948- 6741 6952 6952 7268 7690

4631 5053 6952 7163 7163 7480 7902

4842_ 5261+ 7163 7374 7374 7690 8218

-5053- i5475 7374 1585, -7585 7902

5264 3686- 7585 -' -7902- 7954 8273 8867

5475 5097- 7796- 823.8' :8321 8651 9192

5686= _6214_- 8007- -8543 8705- 9029 9516

,6001 -65301 =8218, _8867= =9084- 9407 =904.0

-6319 6847-1 -8541_ 9192- 9462' 9787 10,165-

_6635 -7163- -8867: -9516 =98110 10,165 10, 190

o= 10,219: 10,543

10,97- loom. 40.39-

*Master I s degree plus graduate hours .



Years of

Experience

Table 15.

STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

ACT 52 OF 1975 EX. SESS.

(Full Year $400 or 5% Effective for 1975-76)

Two
Years
College

Three
Years Bachelor's
College Degree

Mhster's Master's

Degree Plus 30*

Specialist Ph.D. or

In Ed. D.

Education Degree

0 $ 462o $ 5042 $ 673o $ 6941 $ 6941 $ 7258 $ 7680

1 4725 5148 6941 7152 7152 7468 7890

2 4831 5253 7152 7363 1363 7680 8162

3 -5042 5464 7363 7574 7574 7890 8419

5253 5675 7574 7785 7785 8102 8752

5 5464 5886 .7785 8102 8154 8475 9984

6 5675 6097= 7996 8419 853o 8862 9416

7 5886 6414 8207 8752 8918 9249 9748

8 62o3 030 8419 9084 9305 9637 10,080

9 6519 7047 &152. 9416 9693 10,025 10,413

10 6835 7363= 9084 97 t0,o8o 10,413 10,746

10,080 4,469 3.0800 u, o78

12 :%0,856 11,188 311410

*- Master's degree-plus 30:gTaduate hoUrs-..

37
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Table 16.

DOLLAR INCREASES, ACT 52 OF 1975 EX. SESS. COMPARED TO
PRIOR ACT (ACT 14 OF 1973 EX. SESS.)

FUll Year Implementation, 1975-76

Two Three

Years of Years . Years Bachelor's

Experience College College- Degree

o $ -400 $- 400

1 400 400-

2 -400- 400-

3- 400- :400-

=4- =400 1100=

-5- 400- 40o-

=400- -km

400 400=

400_ km_

$ -400

400

km

=400

-400=

4o-

lal

l400

Master's
Degree

Master's
Plus 30*

$ 400- $ 400

400 --400

=km 400=

=40o= '400-

AOC= -400

-400 400:

-40o= 406-

116- la-V ,

400- 432- 44

9= :4mo- =400 416 141 462

io_i , km km -4-32- _464 =48o

-11 -48b

4Mhstei.16-degree :plus _30 :graduate -h urs

38-

Specialist
In

Edueation.

Ph. D. or
Ed. D
Degree

$ -400 $ 400

400_ Am

40o 400=

=400= 400-

km,

404

416-

432-

Va
VW= 464_

458- 430-

-478=. -496

496- 512

-514 528-

532 =544



Table 17.

PERCENTAGE INCREASES GRANTED TEACHERS BY ACT 52 OF 1975 EX. SESS.

(Based on $400 or 5 Percent)

Years Two Three

of Years Years Bachelor's Master's Master's*

erience College College Degree Degree Plus 30

0

1

2

3

4

5-

6

7

8

9=

0

9.5% 8.6% 6.3% 6.1% 6.1%

9.2 8.11 6.1 5.9 5.9
9.0 8.2 5.9 5.7 5.7

8.6 7.9 5.7 5.6 5.6

8.2 7.6 5.6 5.4 5.4

8.0 7.3 5.4 5.2 5.2

7.6 7.0 5.3 5.0 5.0
7.3 6.6 5.1 5.0 5.0

6.9 6.3 5.0 5.0- 5.0-

6.5 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

6.2 5.7 5.0 5.0 5.0
5.0 5.0

5.0

* Master's degree plus 30 graduate hours.

39

J

Specialist
In

Education

Ph. D.

or Ed. D.

Degree

5.8% 5.5%

5.7 5.3
5.5 5.2

5.3 5.0
5.2 5.0
5.0 5.0
5.0 5.0
5.0 5.0
5.0 5.0

5.0 5.0

5.0 5.0-

5.0 5.0
5.0 5.0

25



Table 18.

CONSUMER-PRICE INDEX FOR URBAN WAGE EARNERS AND

CLERICAL WORKERS, 1967 THROUGH 19744

(1967 = 100)

Calendar Year 29muper Price ;d2g Liere_it

1968 104.2 14.%

1969 109.8 5.4

1970 116.3 5.9

1971 121.3 4.3

1972 125.3 3.3

1973 133.1 6.2

3.971i 147.8 11.0

4 Base=retinired-tl-Act 355-6f 1972_far -teacher -tost!of=living increase-.

SobrceI U.S.-Department_of Labbri_lurealliof Labor-,Statietics4

40
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CHAPTER IT

TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES MONO THE STATES

As early as 1936-37 datere compiled which reported the efforts of

the variousstates to provide minimum salary schedules for classroom

teachers. At that time 21 states reported state minimum salary laws.

Successive studies have shown an increase in the minimum salary ides.

8y 1954-55, there were 34 states with minimum salary laws and a similar

number was reported in 1960-61. By 1968-69, 31 states reported such schodC.eg,

a deoTeaee of three states from the peek years of the mid-fifties and early
. 1

_ilxti,es. By 1974-75, the number of states reporting minimum salary

lichedules had decreased to 23, and 13 of these-were obsolete. Anothex

state used alimited salary schedule within a -general aid-foimula.

In some states, the state minimum salary schedule represents the

amount of state financial support provided for and must be used by, local

school boards for subsidizing salaries or ,teachers in the mandated'form.

The state minimum salary schedule becomes the focal point for supplemen-
,

tation with local funds. In other states, the approach differult.

the minimum salary schedule' requirements are fixed at higher and more

realistic levels. Such schedules take into consideration current

economic conditions and competitive salaries with other professions.

Usually included in these higher legally prescribed salaries is a

measure of local responsibility. Regardless of the method used by a

state, both approaches contribute toward upgrading teachersisalaries.2

4'

States with Mandated Teachur 'Salk. Schedules

In Table 1 is prt,eented a list of the states reporting legally man-
,

dated teacher salary schedules. A total of 23 states were included in
c;z4,

'this category.

0

Only ten of the 23 states with minimum salary schedules indicated

that their salary schedules were used and consgdered;reasonably current,

either in terms of new legislation, action of '..he State Board of Educe-

tion or recent cost-of-living adjustments. In the list of ten states

1National Education Association, Research Division, State Minimum-Salary
Isweifor Teachers, 1968-69, P. 12.

2
Ibid, p. 13. '

0
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with schpdules in us':, all but Delaware and Hawaii were states located in

the Southeastern or Southwestern portion of the United States. Hawaii has

only One school district and hence, its practices are statewide.

The remaining 13 states reported their minimum salary schedules were

obsolete but remained either as a statute or state board policy to assure

that a certain minimum salary would be'guaranteed. These 13 states re-

ported that salary schedules were formulated by local districts, and

these schedul far exceeded the mandated state scale. (See Table 1.)

TABLE 1. .

STATES REPORTI", MANDATED MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULES
FOR C.' ISROOM TEACHERS, 1974-75

IN USE ,CONSIDERED OBSOLETE

0

1. Delaware I. flleska

2. Georgia 2. California

3. Hawaii
-

3. Illinois

4. Louisiana 4.- Indiana

5. Misaiasippi 5. Maine

6. North-Carolina 6. Maryland

7. Oklandma 7. Massachusetts

8. South Carolina 8. New-Jersey

9. Tennessee 9. Ohio

10. West Virginia 10. _Pennsylavhia

11. Rhode Island

12. Vermont

13. Wisconsin.

Source: Responses from individual, states.

States Utilizin. the State Poundata.on General Aid- Prc ram in Sti

Salaries follassitom-Teachem

Seven states haVe adopted methods of stipulating salaries for classroom

teachers other than by- mandating -such schedules through legislation -or State

Board of Education authorization. These states indidated that minimum salary

schedules for teachers were provided indirectly through rates cstablisheLby

the-State Board of Education for use in reimbursing local school districts

8



through the stale's.hasic general aid program to local schooldistricte.

Th ge different approaches were used in terms of this reimbursement plan.

They were:

1. Four states utilized an average salary reimbureement per level

of training.

2. -One state used a limited salary schedule.

3. Two states provided a weighted pupil formula or other comparable

factors.-

Six of the seven statee in this category were located in the Southern

or border regions cf the United States. Washington was the Ions excep-

tion. (See Table 2.)

TABLE 2.

STATES UTILI -ZING THE STATE FOUNOATION PROGRAM IN-
STIPULATING SALARIES FOR'- CLASSROOM TEACHERS, 1974,75'

WEIGHTED -PUPIL

AVERAGE SALARY LIMITED SALARY FORMULA UTILIZED

AJTILIZED SCHEDULE-PROVIDED OR- OTHER= -FACTORS-

1. Alabama

2. -Menses

3._ Kentucky

4. Virginia

1. Texas 1. Florida

2. Washingtom

1 Includes Minimum Foundation Program, Equalization Aid and other
state general aid programe to local school districts.

Source: Responees from individusl statee.

States Reportin No Salar Schedule for Classroom Teachere

Twenty states reported no provision of é minimum salary echedule for

teachers. It was indicated that salary abhedulas were determined locally

and remained the prerogative of the local school district. No reference

was made by theee states as to the uee of state general aid programs to

local school districts in subsidizing salaries; however, generally states

3



did provide funds for such purposes by use of a per pupil reimbursement

rate.

States reputed in this category were generally representative of

various sections of the United States. (See.Table 3.)

TABLE 3.

STATES REPORTING NO SALARY SCHEDULE FOR CLASSROOM TEACHERS

1974-75

1. Arizona 11. Nebraska

2. -Arkensta 12. -Nevada

3. Colorado 13. New Aarripshire=

4._ Connecticut 14. New -Mexibri

Idaho 1=5. New= -York

6.- Iowa 16. -North -Dakota-

7. Michigan n. Oregon

8. Minnesota 18. =South- Dakota

9. Missouri 19. Utah

10. Montana 20. WyoMing

Note: No reference made to use of -state- aid_programs to

local school districts in financing-salaries at the

local level.

Source: Responses from individual states.

C arison of State Minimum Saler Schedules Mandated b Law

Due to varying methods of reporting-salary schedule data, it was dif=,

ficult to make valid comparisons and-determine-any
significant trend= in

the number of states that eliminated mandated-minimum-salary -schedules

in the paribd 1968-75. Various states with mandated schedules in 1968

reported changes in the-manner of ,f general aid to education -prodraths-
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(minimum foundation, equalization aid, or other general aid programs)'.

Consequently, in certain of these states the schedule was deleted, and

a different approach used to guarantee salr 4.es of classroom teacher.s.

Included in this category were Florida, V itucky, Texas, Virginia and

Washington. Alabama and Kansas, neithe . of whom reported a minimum

salary schedule in 1968, reported an average salary reimbursement

plan= in 1975.

TWO states', Arkansas and Idaho, reported using a legally _mandated

salary schedule in 1968; however, in 1 -975 neither state reported a

schedule or plan. of reimbursement. Arkansas indicated that _periodic

cost-of-living adjustments were provided by the state legislature to

supplement local school district salary- schedules.

One state, HEIWEiii, reported the addition of a salery schedule for

classroom teachers since 1968. (See Table 4.)

ReEisons'ttipulated by Certain -States _for 'Changes -from a -Mendated

Selerv--=S-chedule tb Funding- hrough a General :State School Aid

Program

=Several- states have changed_ their method of stipulating salary=

sche ules= for classroom teachers in recent= years. Three atates iin

this ategory provided information concerning, their reasons for instituting
I

such 'changes.

Some of the more common reasons stipulated were: (See also Table 5.

1._ Adoption -of a new-general state schoOl :aid =program.

2. Provide more flexibili=ty for school -,districts.

3. Mandated salary -ebheduIe- was in constant need of revision.

Adoption of -e- compulsory negotiations law.

-5_. -Eliminated- need- -for -periodic legislative action.



TABLE 4.

COMPARISON OF -STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULES MANDATED
BY 1.4W

1968 1E2
)

1. Alaska 1. Alaska
2. Arkansas 2-. California
3. California 3. Delaware
4. Delaware 4. Georgia
S. Florida 5.. -Hawaii
6. Georgia 6. Illinois
7. Idaho 7. Indiana
8. Illinois 8. Iciulaiana
9. Indiana 9. _Maine

10. Kentucky 10. _Maryland
11. Louisiana 1-1. -Massachusetts-
12. Maine 12. MissiasiOpi

13. Maryland 13. =New Jersey
14. Massachusetts 14. North -- Carolina
15. Mississippi 15._ Ohio
16. New- Jersey 113klahoMe:

17. New= =York =Pennsylvania
18. North Carolina 18.- Rhoda, Island-
19. =Ohio= -19i. 'South -= Carolina-
20. Oklahotha 20._ Tennessee-
21. Oregon 21._ VermOht-
22. Pennsylvania -22., -Wbst. -Virginia-
23. Rhode Island -Wieconsin:
24. South Carolina
25. Tennessee
26. Texas
27. Vermont
28. Virginia
29: Washington
30. West Virginia
31.- Wisconsin

1 Excludes- 'Alabatha, =Florida-, =Kai-1E180i EKentucky_, Texas,: Virginia:
and WabhingtOn .(seVen, stitteBY -which_ -a, state -General
Aid School Einance_-Program_ 4-reimbUrse: local school districta-,
i.e., an -average- teacher_ =salary- 'ins terns- _Or level of training-,-
a- limited= aalary= schedule :based==up-on--degree_and=sexparienbe =or
a weighted=:pubil factor ,or -Other _items._

Source: National Education- -Aaisociation,_ Research Division,
State- Minimum.;sechers J968-69.
Responses- from individual states, 1974-75._
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TABLE 5.

REASONS STIPULATED BY CERTAIN STATES FOR CHANGES FROM A MANDATED

SALARY SCHEDULE TO FUNDING THROUGH A GENERAL STATE SCHOOL AID PROGRAM

STATE

1. FlOrida

2. Virginia

3.= Washington

REASON

1. The schedule was eliminated on July 1,-

1973 when the state's new Education

Finance Program was adopted.

2. The schedule was eliminated to provide

more flexibility for school districts
to develop their programs with a minimum

of state regulation.

1. The mandated salary schedule was elim-

inated in view of the state's new school

aid formula which provides fOr the Use
of an average salary figure.

1. Salaries actually paid by local school

districts far exceeded the mandated
minimums due to rapidly rising pay
scales which negated the effectiveness

of the statute.
The rates of the mandated minimums were
unrealistic. -,

3. It proved to be impractical to revise

(on a biennial basis) the provisions of

the statute to keep up with rapid accel-

eration of salary scales.
4. The adoption of a compulsory negotiations

law negated the need for the original

statute.
5. The enactment of a -- statute required school

districts to prepare and publish salaries

each year.
6. It Ediminated the need for the legislature

to constantly revise the salary law.

Source: Responses from individual states.

I

States Whose Salary Schedules Are in Use and for Whom Comparisons Were

Considered

For the purpose of making comparisons, a total of eleven states -were

-used. These states included the following:

1. _Ten states used mandated salary schedules. A total of 13 states-

had obsolete schedules.

33



2. One state used a limited salary schedule to reimburse school

districts through the state's general aid school finance program.

Six states with similar approaches were excluded because of the

use of an average salary or weighted per pupil factor. (See Table 6.)

TABLE 6.

STATES WHOSE SALARY SCHEDULES ARE IN USE AND FOR WHOM COMPARISONS
WERE CONSIDERED.

MANDATED BY
LEGISLATIVE

ACT

1974-75

PROVIDED THROUGH
STATE .GENERAL AID

PROGRAM

1. Delaware 1. Texas

2. Georgia

3. Hawaii

4. Louisiana

5. Mississippi

6. North Carolina

7. Oklahoma

8. South Carolina

9. Tennessee

10. West Virginia

Source: Responses from individual states.

Analysis of State Minimum Salary Schedules-

-An analysis of the minimum, salary schedules In- the :eleven states

-with -Mandated programs-,_ dy -either- legialative- act or the- -state general

aid- school finance ;program, is presented = in -Tables

Delaware: The minimum = salary: schedule irr-Delaware is-mandated--by;

legislative -act. All employees who-had appropriate- certificates and-

-whOse-salEiries -are-paid: for -ten= months- per year receive -- annual salaries_

in- accordance with the- rates-stipulated: in- -Table= 7-.
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DEGREE

Doctor' s
Master's + 30
Master' s
Bachelor' s += 30
Bachelor' s
No Degree

TABLE 7.

DELAWARE STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE

STEPS IN 'SALARY
SALARY RANGE RANGE

$9,288411,670
8,812- 11,194
8,4398- 10,-479
1,860- 10,241
7,146- 9,527-
6,669- 9,051

11 steps (0-10 years)
11 steps (0-10 years)
11 steps (0 -10 years)
13. steps (0-10 years)
11 steps (0-10 years)
11 steps (0-10 years)

=Ail whi:1, eke- employed -for more than -ten -months- per -year end--paid=-according-

ly- receive; a_ payment of one -tenthi-o-f the amount - designated in the_ schedule

set forth fOr such employee- for -each -additiOnal month of -eMplciyMent _per

-year.

Salary :derived -fOr terit months employment represents a total of 185 days.
The- 185 deys are full work days- with 180 days devoted to actual school

sessions for pupils and five days--devoted;to attendance in ineervics
education programe or Other _programs: apprOved=iby the =State -BOard of

=Edubation, except that :the State zElOard of Education= May reduce the =nuMber

=Of days devoted to school sessions or iriServiCe 'education programs on

just cause= -or upon showing of unusual circumstances. 'Tull mirk' day" is
deflhed by the State =Board Of Education.

=Gebrbila: The minimum salary schedule in Georgia for -the 1974-75 school

year Idas approved by the State Bosrd of Education on March 14, 1974. The

schedule is presented in Table 8.

/19



DEGREE

TABLE 8.

GEORGIA STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE

STEPS IN SALARY
SALARY RANGE .RANGE

DD-7 $10,538-$131609 12 steps (3-14 years)

TS-6 9,526- 12,213 12 steps (3-14 years)

T-5 7,886- 10,817 15 steps (0-14 years)

8-5 '7,433- 10,120 15 steps (0-14 years)

T-4 6,979- 9,422 15 steps (0-14 years)

8-4 6,879- 6,879- 15 steps- (0-14 years)

X8-4 6,779- 6,779 15 steps (0-14 years)

T-3 6,652- 6,979 11 steps (4-14 years)

T-2 6,324- 6,559 11 steps (4-14 years)

Vocational Permit 6,224- 6,224 11 steps (4-14 years)

Types of certificates included in the schedule are as follows:

1. 00-7the doctoral certificate in a teaching field.

2. TS-6--the teacher's specialist sixth-year certificate.

3. T-5--the teacher's professional fifth-year certificate (Master's

degree).

4. T-4--the teacher's associate professional courth-year certificate

(Bachelor's degree plus ten quarter -hours of senior coflege or

graduate work or the equivalent inservice training in an area of

assessed need upon approval of a local plan.)

5. 8-4--the teacher's provisional fourth-year certificate. (Bachelor's
-.-

degree from a regionally- accredited four-year college and all

requirements for a teaching field.- This certificate is valid for

three years and may not be renewed. This certificate may be -con-

verted to a T-4 upon completion of the requirements for that

tertificate.)_

=6. X8-4--this certificate is no longer-issued or renewed.

7. T-3--this certificate is no longer issued--or renewed.

8, T-2--this certificate is no-longer issued or renewed.

Hawaii: The minimum salary schedule in Hawaii is legally mandated.

Categories utilized in the schedule include level of training and yearn of

50
36



experience. Provisions of the schedule are presented in Table 9.

TABLE 9.

HAWAII STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE

DEGREE SALARY RANGE

Class I

Class II

$7,935 - $13,012

8,588-14,187

Class III 9,310- 15,482

Class IV 9,697- 16,178

Class V 10,104- 16,909

Class VI 10-,-531- 17,677

Class VII 10,980- 18,484

STEPS IN SALARY.
RANGE

13-steps (1-9-years -and 4
steps at 3-year intervals)
13 steps (1-9-years and-4
steps at 3 year intervalb)
13 stepb (1.=9 years-and:4
steps -at 3- year intervals)
13 steps (1-9 years and-4
steps-at 3 year intervS10-
13 -ethos -(1-:9-years _and-4

steps-at 3- year intervals)
13 =steps (1-9 yeara-ahcf=4
stepeat 3-yeat intervals)=
13-Steps =(149 -years lifdA

0
steps-at 3=year interval-0)=

Types of certificates included in the schedule are as follows:

1. Class I--a teacher who does not possess the requirements of a Class

II, III, IV, V, VI, VII teacher. (Less than a-- bachelor's degree. -)

2. Class II--a teacher who possesses a baccalaureate degree from an

accredited institution.

3. Class III--a teacher who possesses any one of the following require-

ments:

a. Baccalaureate plus 30 semester hours earned subsequently.

b. Master's degree.

c. Five-year teaching diploma.

d. Professional teaching certificate issued by the Department of

Education.

4. Class IV--a teacher who has spent one year in Claes III plus any one

of the following requirements:

s Baccalaureate plus 45 semester hours earned subsequently.

b. Master's degree plus 15 semester hours earned subsequently.

c. Five-year teaching diploma plus 15 semester hours earned

51 37



subsequently.

d. Professional teaching certificate plus 15 semester hours earned

subsequently.

5. Class V--a teacher who possesses a professional teacher's certificate'

issued by the Department, one year in Class IV and any one of the

following requirements:

a. Baccalaureate plus 60 semester hours earned subsequently.

b. Master's degree plus 30 semester hours earned subsequently.

c. Five-year teaching diploma plus 30 semester hours earned sub-
.-

sequently. !

d. Professional teaching certificate plus 30 semester hours earned

subsequently.

6. Class VI--a teacher who possesses a professional teacher's cer-

tificate issued by the Department, one year in Class V and any- one

of the. following requirements:

a. Baccalaureate degree plus 75 semester hours earned subsequently.

b. Master's degree plus 45 semester hours earned subsequently.

c. Five-year teaching diploma plus 45 semester hours earned sub-

sequently.

d. Professional teaching certificate plus 45 semester hours earned

subsequently.

7. Class VII--a Class VII teacher is any teacher who holds a certifi-

cate issued by the Department based upon a doctorate from an

accredited,college or university and who teaches subjects in or

related to his major. A doctor's degree, for the purpose of

clabsification, is defined as one which is higher than a master's

degree and the highest possible degree within the profession.

Mississippi: The minimum salary schedule in Mississippi is legally

mandated. The state-developed a three-year program fdr inCreaeing

teacher -salaries commencing -with the-1973-74 -sChool term. The salary

schedule- indicated for 1974-75-reflects the second-year of the prograq_

-hOweverL, an effort to increase the rates for the 1975-76 year was successful

in-the recent session of the legislature. Missiasippl's minimum salary

schedule is based upon two factors; namely, clash of -certificate (levels-
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of training) and years of experience. Provisions of the schedule are

presented in Table 10.

TABLE 10.

MISSISSIPPI STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE *

STEPS IN SALARY

SALARY RANGE RANGE

AAA $7,84448,924 10 steps (0-9 years)

AA 7,208- 8,288 10 steps (0-9 years)

A 6,572- 7,412 8 steps (0-7 years)

B 3,713- 4,014 7 steps (0-6 yedrs)

C 2,835- 3,135 7 steps (0-6 years)

D- 2,520- 2,820 7 stept (0-6 years)

E 1,890- 2,190 7 steps -(0 -6 years)

* Increased for 1975-76.

Types of certificates included in this tchadult_=are:

1. AAA-,--Masterl=a degree- plus 30- semester= hours-e- graduate-credit in

-planned program in area of desird&-endoreement _or =45 semester hours

of graduate credit.

2. AA=- Master's degree.

3. A -- Bachelor's degree.

B--Three years of college.

5. _ C--Two years of college.

6. D.,=One year of college.

7. E=Ao college.

North Carolina: The State Board of Educalion adopted an index salary

schedule for instructional personnel several years ago and this has been

continued and updated, as and when salary in resses have been granted,

right up to the present time. Actually, 1M4i,is salary schedule does not

contain the true index -- concept and has hmtn slightly modified in order

to reflect equal increases in pay betwden each step in the schedule.

The starting pOint for the 1.000 index as used in the state salary schedule

is considered to be an A-0 rate- of pay for a starting teacher and all other



rates, both higher and lower, are based on this suppo.Ation. The schedule

is predicated upon ten calendar months of employment. Provisions of the"

schedule are presented in Table 11.

TABLE 11.

NORTH CAROLINA STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE

CLASS SALARY RANGE
STEPS Ii! SALARY'

RANGE_

Doctorate $10,100413,760 15 steps (0-14 years)
Specialist i 9,200- 12,860 15 steps (0--I4 years)
G_-(Master's)

I
8,900- 12,560 15 steps (0-14 years)

-A - (Bachelor's) 8,130- 11,510- 14 steps (0-13 Nears)i-
-B -6,830= 8,390 7:ete0s-(076 year0-
-C, 5,-540- 6,830 6 ateps= (g-5 Yeara)

Zleth "A" 5,270=, :6,310- . 5 "steps (0--4 yeart)

EieM "B" 4,7406, 5,540- 4 steps _(0--3 years)

NS 4,480-* lode

Types of certificates included in the schedule are:

1. Type G--Master's degree, specialist, doctorate.

2. Type -A -- Bachelor's degree and certified in the teaching field.

3. Type B-- Bachelor's- degree and noncertified or three years cbllege

with valid certificate.

4. Type C--Normal certificate with two years of college.

5. Type Elem "A"--Normal certificate with one year of college.

6. Type Elem "B"--Less than one year of college with a valid certificate.

7. NS--Nonstandard salary rating only.

Oklahoma: The minimum salary schedule is legally mandated. it'pro-

videt-for three levels of training and utilizes years of experience. Thb

schedule does not recognize a level -of training below the-bachelor' s _degree.

-Provisions of the schedule are .prebented in Table 12.
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DEGREE

Doctorate
Master's
Bachelor's

TABLE 12.

OKLAHOMA STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE

SALARY RANGE
STEPS IN SALARY

RANGE

$7,500-$9,000 16 steps

7,100- 8,600 16 steps

6,700- 8,200 16 steps

(0-15 years)
(0-15 years)
(0-15 years)

Soutn Carolina: The minimum salary= schbdule in South Carolina is

determined by he legislature on an annual tasis. Thactqchedule categories
(a eA

utilized iNclude level of training and experience. The pay period repre-

senteu by the schedule includes 185 days. Provisions of the minimum salary

schedule are presented in Table 13.

TABLE 13.

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE MINIMUM SALARY' SCHEDULE
GRADE "A" CERTIFICATE

CLASS 'SALARY RANGE

CI:Isa 8 (Doctorate) $8,371411,862-
Class 7 (Master's + 30) 7,860- 10,401
Glass 1 (Master's) 7,500- 10,041
Class 2 (Bachelor's + 6,850- 9,076

18 hours)
Class 3 (Bachelor's) 6,550- 8,777

Glass 6 (3 years 4,939- 5,548

rollege)
Class 4 (2 years 4,604- 5,057

cnllege)
`Cie.; 5 (Less than 2 3,975- 4,427

years college)

STEPS IN SALARY
RANGE

15 ateps (0-14 yearS)
15 steps (0-14 years)
15 steps (0-14 years)
15 steps (0-14 years)

15 st p (0-14 years)
8 steps (0-6 years and
14 years and above)
8 steps (0-6 years)

8 steps (0-6 years)

Each of the above certificate classifications with the exception of

Classes 7 and 8 provide grade breakdowns. For example, Class 3 which

includes the bachelor's degree is categorized into Grades "A", "8", "C",

and "D" with Grade "A" recognized as the highest level.
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These differentiations remain in the minimum salary schedule dueo

the fact that prior to Julyll, 1971, certificates were issued by grades

based on National Teacher Ex'amination scores. Since that date, all new

certificates have been "professional" only. Teachers holding "Bu, "C",

or "D" grade certificates issued prior to July 1, 1.971 can get their

certificates renewed, and, for that reason, it will be several years

_before these types of certificates are eliminated. The State Board of

Education has made requests to the legislature to phase out "Bu,-"C'' and

"D" grade certificates over a three year period, but this has not been

done.

Tennessee: The state has a mandatory minimum salary schedule which

inc.Audes a $500 supplement from local,fundb for. 1974 -75 for certified

claasroOm teachers and principals. The schedule is presented in.Table

14.

TABLE 14.

TENNESSEE STATE 'MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE

LEVEL OF TRAINING

Doctor's degree
Education specialist
Master's degree 45

quarter .ours
Master's agree
Bachelor's degree
Three years college
Two years college
Ope year college
No years collage

SALARY RANGE

$9,010-$10,630
8,410- 10,040
8,250- 9,870

7,650- 9,280 .

7,050- 8,250
.5,880- 6,590
5,655- 6,355
5,330- 5,690
5,280- 5,630

STEPS IN SALARY
RANGE'

16 steps (0-15 years)
16'steps (0-15 years)
16 steps (0-15 years)

16 steps (0-15 years)
16 steps (0-15 years)
11'steps (0-10 years)
1.1 steps (0-10 years)
7 steps (0-6 years)'
7 steps (0-6 years)

Pertinent information concerning the 'salary schedule includes the

following:
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1. Only the training acceptable for certification and shown on the

certificate is counted when applying salary rating. Teachers

employed Full-tme are not allowed credit for the Ourposepf

certification on more than six quarter hours earned during any one

quarter of:the school year.

2. The doctor's degree rating is given only to those teachers

who earned the doctor's degree in a college or university approved

by recognized accrediting agencies for granti-n graduate degrees

and who by nature of courses pursued in, the doctorate program in-

dicated that public education was their primary aim as a career.

3. The master's degree plus 45 quarter hours rating is given

to those who have earned 45 additional quarter hours of graduate

credit after the date the requirements for the master's degree

were completed.'

4. The master's degree rating is given only to those teachers

who earned the graduate degree in a college or university approved

by recognised accrediting agencies for granting graduate degrees

and who, by nature of courses pursued in their graduate training,

indicated that public education was their primary aim as career;

otherwise, the rating is based upon the bachelor's degre

The salary schedule for a person serving as a teacher who has a

bachelur?s degree or above from a college approved by the State

Board of Education but who does not hold a teacher's certificate,

15 $1f,.00 less per month for each category of training

experience than the salary schedule for certified teachers. For

those who have less than a bachelor's degree and who do not hold

a teacher's certificate, the salary is $100 per month less

for the sctool year 1974-75. A teacher who holds a valid

teacher's certificate but has to secure a_permit for special

subjects or for adifferent grade level does not suffer a re-
,

duction in saldry.

The holder of the bachelor's degree in library science is given

the same rating in the application of the state s alary schedule

for teachers es the holder of the master's degree in library

science, provided that the holder of the bachelor's degree in
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library science has an academic bachelor's degree and one year's

training in library science in an institution approved for graduate

work in the fields of research and education.

7. For each vocational teaching position included in the minimum

foundation school program, the amount of the annual salary to be

included in the minimum foundation program is the state

salary schedule for classroom teachers for the ten months of the

regular school term as in the case of other teachers.
y

8. Trade shop teachers with less than a bachelor's degree who hold the

trade shop certificate are paid on a bachelor's degree.

9. Teachers of vocational subjects may be supplemented in accordance

with reimbursement schedules approVed by the State Board for

Vocational Education.

Texas: The state utilizes the foundation program or general aid school

finance program to reimburse local school districts for salaries of class-

room teachers. Texas is the only state with this approach that

utilizes a salary schedule. Other states use average salaries or weighted

per pupil amounts. The reimbursement program recognizes 18 pay grades;

however, insofar as instructional personnel were concerned, pay grades

4, 5, 7, and 8 were applicable. The schedule is in terms of

an annual salary for periods ranging from one .6'3 ten years. Reimbursable

units include a ten month period of 190 days, an eleven month period of

210 days, and a twelve month unit of 230 days. The provisions of the

schedule used to reimburse local school districts in terms of a ten month

unit (190 days) is presented in Table 15.
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TABLE 15.

TEXAS STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE

STEPS IN SALARY
PAY GRADE SALARY RANGE RANGE

Pay Grade 4 $5,400-$8,040 10 steps (0-9 years)
Pay Grade 5 6,000- 9,390 11 steps (0-10 years)
Pay Grade 7 6,600 9,910 10 steps (0-9 years)'
Pay Grade 8 7,200- 11,380 11 steps (0-10 years)
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The various pay grades included in the minimum salary schedule for

instructional personnel are defined in the following manner:

1. Pay Grade 4--includes nondegree--emergency teaching permit (only)

for assignment.

2. Pay Grade 5--includes the following:

a. Degree--emergency teaching permit (only) for assignment.

b. Nondegree--permanent Texas certificate only.

3. Pay Grade 7--includes the following:

a. Baccalaureate degree.

b. Valid teacher's certificate.

c. Permanent Texas certificate".

d. Assigned in area of specialization or teaching field. However,

emergency teaching permits or special assignment permits are

issued Whenever such conditions are warranted.

4. Pay Grade 8 -- same -as Pay Grade 7 with the exception that a person

in this grade possesses a master's,degree.

West Virginia: The minimum salary schedule is mandated by- the legislature.

Categories in the schedule include levels of training and years of experience.

The school term in West Virginia is 200 days. Provisions of the minimum

salary schedule are presented in Table 16; however, the legislature in March,

1975 approved a $500 across-the-board increase.

TABLE 16. 1

WEST VIRGINIA STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE*

DEGREE

Ph. D.
Master's + 30
Master's + 15
Master'S
Bachelor's + 15
Barhelor's
Second Class
Third Class
Fourth Class

STEPS IN SALARY

SALARY RANGE -RANGE

$7,972-$10,476
7,669- 10,443
7,365- 9,701
7,063- 9,399
6,759- 8,657
6,455- 8,353
5,303- 6,763
5,060'- 6,228
4,453- 5,329

20 steps (0-19 years)
20 steps (0-19 years)-
17 stepS(0-16 yeats)=
17 steps (0-16 years)
14 steps (0-15 years)
14 steps (0-13 years)
11 steps (0-10 years)
9 steps (0-8 years)*
7 steps (0-6 years)

* Does not include a recent increase of $500 for each category.
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The categories listed below the bachelor's degree are defined in the

following manner.

1. Second Class--three years of college.

2. Third Class--two years of college.

3. Fourth Class--one year of college.

Comparisons of States with Minimum Salary Schedules in Use

In Tables 17-24, data are presented in which comparisons are made among

states with minimum salary schedules in use. An analysis of the data

indicates the following pertinent information:,

1. Ten of the 11 states whose schedules were reported in the study

make provision in their schedules for levels of training less than

a bachelor's degree. However, there are variations in the -pro-

visions as follOws:

a. Four states report by year levels ranging from "no years of

college" to "three years of college," one state begins with

"one year of college" and progresses to "three years of college,"

and two states begin their schedules at "two years of college

training."

b. Three states use "no degree" or 'less than a bachelor's" rather

than varying years of training.

c. One state utilizes a category in which certificates are obsolete.

(See Table 17.)

2. One of the eleven states included in the report does not utilize a

category less than a bachelor's degree. (See Table 17.)

3. The ten states with provisions in their minimum salary schedules

of categories less than a bachelor's degree were receptive to

providing a number of annual increments. Generally, the higher

the level of trainings the larger were the number of increments

granted. Six or more years were usually allowed with several

states providing _en or more years. (See-Table 18.)

4. All states provided the bachelor's degree category in their

schedules; however, the practice of prpviding levels of training
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between the bachelor's and master's degrees was not a common

practice in the 6ieven states. Only three states, Delaware,

South Carolina and\West Virginia reported the use of such

categories as "bachelor's plus-l5 hours," "bachelor's plus 18

hours," and "bachelor's plus 30 hours." With the exception of

Delaware, the salary differential between the bachelor's and the

bachelor's plus level was not large., (See Table 19.)

5. The number of increments or steps in the minimum-maximum range

of bachelor's degree salaries was as low as seven years in one

state and as high as 15 years in two states. The average number

of increments or step intervals at the bichelor's degree level

for the eleven states was approximately 12.2 years. The three

states with levels of bachelor's plus listed 10, 13, and 14 steps.

(See Table 20.)

All states provided the master's degree level of training in their

minimum salary schedule. In addition, the practice of

levels of training between the master's and an approved six year

or education specialist certificate was reasonably common. Seven

states made such provisions. The "master's plus 30 hours" was the

most common provision with five states including this level. Two

states provided the "master's plus 15 hours" level and two states

included the "master's plus 45 hours." Hawaii was the only state

with all three levels beyond the master's. The remaining six states

provided only one such level. (See Table 21.)

7. The number of increments in the master's degree category ranged

from a minimum of nine steps in Mississippi to a maximum of 16

in West Virginia. The average number of steps for the master's

and beyond was 12.8 years. (See Table 22.)

8. The practice of including the "education specialist certificate"

or its equivalent in terms of an organized "six-year program" is

not common in the eleven states whose salary schedules were in-

cluded. . Only four states, namely 'Georgia, Louisiana, North

. Carolina, and Tennessee made such provisions. The number of

salary increments in this category ranged from a low of 12 steps
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in Louisiana to a high of 15 steps in Tennessee. Georgia and

North Carolina reported 14 steps. (See Table 23.)

9. Provision for the "doctor's degree" is a common practice in the

eleven state region with eight states included. Mississippi, Texas,

and West Virginia made no provisions for this level of training.

The number of increments provided for this category varied from a

minimum of ten to a maximum of 15. The average number of steps

provided for this category was approximately` 13.4 years. (See

Table 24.)

Summary,

The following highlights are significant features which merit specific_

summarization:

48

1. Only six states had adopted minimum salary schedule laws prior to

1915; however, since that date.the number of states adding such

legislation peaked in the periods 1915-1924 and 1945-1954. By

1968-69, a total of 31 states provided some type of legally'

mandated salary schedules.

2. Presently, the status of teacher minimum salary schedules in terms

of the 50 states is as follows:

a. Twenty-three states have mandated salary schedules provided by

legislative act or resolution of the State Board of Education.

Ten of these states reported their schedules in' use while the

remaining 13 states indicated their schedultesmere obsolete.

States with out-dated schedules 'indicated that the determina-

tion of teacher salary schedules was the responsibility of

local school districts and that salaries were frequently

arrived at by negotiations between teacher representatives

and the local school board and superintendent. States with

mandated schedules in use were generally located in the South.

b. Seven states utilized the foundation program with average

salaries or a limited salary schedule used as a means of

guaranteeing teacher salaries. Six of these seven states are

classified as southern or border states.
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c. Twenty states indicated that no salary schedule provisions existed

at the state level. It was indicated that the determination of

teacher salary schedules was the prerogative of local school

districts. Involved in such determination were teacher repre-

sentatives and local school board members and the local district

.,superintendent.

3. In recent years several states have modified their approach to

providing a legally mandated minimum salary schedule. One alternate

approach has been the use of the foundation (general aid) program

to local school districts. Florida and Virginia reported the util-

ization of this method. Several reasons were cited by states for

using alternate approaches; however, the more common indicated were:

a. Adoption of a new state education finance prOgram.

b. Provide more flexibility to school districts in determination

of salary.

c. Mandated rates were usually unrealistic.

d. Eliminated constant need for legislative action.

4. A perusal of the eleven minimum salary schedules analyzed in the

study revealed that the schedules were predicated upon two basic'

factors: (a) level of training and (b) experience. However, the

levels of training generally varied from state to state. Several

reperted levels of training less than the bachelor's degree. Some

states provided intermediate levels between the bachelor's and

master's, while other states reported several levels between the

master's and education specialist. Recognition of the education

specialist or sixth year program was not common; however, provision

for the doctorate was a common occurrence.

5. There were negligible differences in the number of increments

included in the minimum salary schedulee of the eleven states

discussed in this report. The average number of increments for the

different levels of training, beginning with the bachelor's degree

and extending through the doctorate, was usually between 12 and 13

years:
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6. Several states -eported that their legal emp;oyment period exceeded

the 180-day p iod. Delaware and South Car :in ported 185-day

sessions, No th Carolina had 10 calendar m nths employ ent period,

Texas reportedh190 s, and West Virginia( rted a pay period

covering 200 days. Apuroved inservice training prog ams were

acceptable in Delaw d were included in the pe iod beyond 180

days.

7. One state, South Caro na, reporte that prior to Ju 1971,

scores made by teachers do N ional Teacher Examination were

used to determine varying grades of teacher certificates awarde

These certificates were used as the basis for the salary schedule.

However,-since 1971 the practice has been discontinued and

currently all certificates are classified as professional. The

State Board of Education has requested the legislature to phase

out the "grade certificates" over a three year period; however, no

action has been taken to date.

8. Virtually every state, regardless of the status of their minimum

salary schedule, indicated that local school boards were authorized

to supplement the state minimum schedule in ter-e of available

revenues. In terms of actual practice, it was reported that while

many school districts are supplementing, state minimums, there are

school districts, particularly in states with minimum salary

scnedules considered reasonably current, who are paying teachers

the mandated minimums.

.9. The salary levels in Louisiana's state schedule for various degrees

is either the lowest or among the lowest at beginning and maximum:

scale among the 11 states with state minimum salary schedules.
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Table 23.

COMPARISON u MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE RATES AND STEPS FOR TEACHERS

WITH THE EDUCATION SPECIALIST CERTIFICATE
1974-75

RATES STEPS

STATE MINIMUM MAXIMUM BEGIN END

Delaware

Georgia 9,526 12,213 3 14

Hawaii

LOUISIANA 7,058 10,921 0 12

Mississippi

North Carolina 9,200 12,860 0 14

Oklahoma

South Carolina

Tennessqe

lexas

8,410 10,040 0 15

West Virginia

Source: Responses from individual states.
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Table 24.

COMPARISON OF MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE RATES AND STEPS FOR TEACHERS

WITH DOCTORATE DEGREES
1974-75

RATES STEPS

STATE MINIMUM MAXIMUM BEGIN END

Delaware $9,288 $11,670 0 10

Georgia 10,538 13,609 3 14

Hawaii 10,980 18,484 1 13

LOUISIANA 7,480 11,139 0 12

Mississippi

North Carolina 10,100 13,760 0 14

Oklahoma 7,500 9,000 0 15

South Carolina 8,371 11,862 0 14

Tennessee 9,010 10,630 0 15

Texas

West Virginia

Source: Responses from individual states.



CHAPTER III

TEACHERS' SALARIES

The level of salaries paid teachers has been a major recurring issue

in Louisiana for a number of years and is in the forefront today. In

fact, the recent surveys commissioned by the Governor's Education Study

Committee found that teachers consider increased pay for them to be the

top priority of need,to Improve public schools, and school administrators

\considered this as the second prioritypreceded only by need for improved

discipline. The public, however, did not agree that increased teacher pay

was among its top priorities. The surveys also found that half of the

public and about nine out of ten teachers and school administrators felt

teachers are paid too little. These same proportions felt Louisiana

teacners' salaries were below the national average. Furthermore, seven

out of ten of the public and nine out of ten teachers and administrators

felt that increasing teachers' salaries would attract better teachers

and improve the quality of education.

Interstate Comparisons of Teachers' Salaries

For many years the National Education Association (NEA) has published

data on teachers' salaries among the states, and this organization is

regarded as the authoritative source for such information.

Data of the NFA shows that those a-swering the survey who ,felt teachers'

salaries in LoL ,.ana were below the national average were correct; 'this

has been so for many years.

Estimates sent NEA by personnel in the Louisiana State Department of

Education show that the estimated average salary of teachers in Louisiana

this year, 1974-75, is $9,450, ranking Louisiana 38th among the 50 states

and 7th among the 13 southern states. (See Tables 1 and 2.) _Louisiana's

estimates were submitted in December, prior to January 1975 when a special

sesslon of the legislature granted teachers an increase plus expanded

retiremr-t benefits. However, these increases were considered in the

Louisiana stimates submitted to NEA. Those making the estimates felt

that the salary increases would be offset somewhat 6V,Lapre4ed retirement
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Table 2.

ESTIMATED AVERAGE SALARIES OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS, 1974-75,
ALL STATES

1. Alaska $16,387* 26. Montana $10,230

2. California 14,529 27. Iowa 10,208

3. New York , 14,400** 28. Georgia 10,134

4. Hawaii 13,584* 29. New Mexico 10,100

5. Illinois 13,014 29. WyOming 10,100

6.- Michigan 12,850 31. Missouri 10,030

7. New JerseV 12,775 32. New Hampshire 9,998

8. Maryland 12,626 433. Utah 9,99 a

9. Minnesota 12,512 34. Maine 9,806

10. Rhode Island 12,342 35. Texas 9,773

11. Nevada 12,126 36. Tennessee 9,684

12. Washington 11,851 37. Nebraska 9,512

13. Pennsylvania 11,100 38. LOUISIANA 9,450

14. Delaware 11,560 39. Vermont 9,392

UNITED STATES 11,513 40. South Carolina 9,34

15. Massachusetts 11,400 41. Alabama 9,323

16. Connecticut 11,369 42. Kansas 9,288

.17. Wisconsin 11,330 43. Idaho 9,242

18. North Carolina 10,927 44. Oklahoma 8,992

19. Indiana 10,920 45. West Virginia 8,972

20. Arizona 10,789 46. Kentucky 8,890

21. Colorado 10,785 47. North Dakota 8,839

22. Ohio 10,650 48. Arkansas 8,743

23. Oregon 10,533 49. South Dakota 8,519

24. Virginia 10,397 50. Mississippi 8,057

25. Florida 10,286
L..

* Reduce 30% for Alaska and 19% for Hawaii to make purchasing power com-

parable to figures for other areas of the United States.

** Median salary.

Source: NEA, Estimates of School Statistics, 1974-75, p. 28.
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benefits since this might encourage teachers at the top of the salary

schedule to retire and be replaced by teachers with lower salaries. The

result might be different, however. The older teachers might remain in

their profession a few more years to receive the higher pay before

retiring.

The NEA publishes estimated teachers' salaries during'current year4,

and revises them the following year to reflect more accurately equal,

salaries paid. The committee staff compared previgus Louisiana and U.S. '

salary estimates with revised figures, and found estimates to be close

to later revisions.

During the past ten years, Louisiana's rank in average teachers'

salaries has ranged from a high of 27th in 1967-68 and 1971-72 to a low

of 41st in 1969-70. (See Table 1.)

Louisiana's position amonr, -r 13 southern states has also been erratic;

it ranked second highest in both 1966-67 and 1967-68,.being exceeded only

by Florida. Louisiana's lowest rank was seventh in both 1969-70 and

1974-75. (See Table l.)\

If 1974-75 estimates of, teachers' salaries are reliable, the annual

increase in teacher pay in\Louisiana was 3.7 percent--considerably below

the 6.8 percent increase nationwide and the 6.5 percent increase for the

southern states. Over a ter period (1964-65 to 1974-75), Louisiana's'

increase in average teachers! salaries (75.4,percent) has also lagged

behind the U.S. (85.8 percent) and the south. (91.7 percent). (See Table 1.)

Rankings can sometimes be deceiving if there is little difference be-

tween one E.tate and another. Another basis for comparison is to con-

sider the percentage a state's average salary is of the average for the

nation and the region. On this basis, Louisiana's average teacher pay

has been consistently below the national average during the past ten years,

with the lowest point reached in 1974-75 (82.1 percent of the national

76
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average). LOuisiana compares more favorably with the southern state

average, but in two years (1969-70 and 1974-75) the average salary of

Louisiara teachers fell below the average for the south. (See Table 1.)

Table 3 shows tat salaries paid teachers in the southern states tend to

-be among the lowest in the country, with Florida and Virginia being notable

exceptions. Georgia climbed to 28th highest among the 50 states in
.

1974-75. Generally, southern states have the lowest per capita personal

income--a measure of the ability of taxpayers to support governmental

services including salaries paid teachers. Also, the cost-of-living is

generally lower in the south so that salaries paid may be equivalent to

higher salaries in other parts of the country.

Even though teachers' salaries tend to be relatively low in the south,

Louisiana's position among her sister states has deteriorated from fourth

highest among the 13 southern states in 1972-73 to sixth in 1973-74 and

seventh in 1974-75. (See Table 3.)

Teachers at the secondary level generally have higher salaries than those

in the elementary grades. Louisiana's salary schedule makes no distinction

as to grade level taught, so that the difference is due to high school teachers

having greater experience and,higher educational attainment. (See liable 3.)

Average Salfsries Among'Local School Systems

A state's average teacher salary fails to denote differences among

local-school systems. Personnel of the Louisiana State Department of

Education gather salary data from each of the 66 school systems; such

data is contained in Part II of the department's annual report but is not

published.

Data compiled by staff of the Department of Education show that average

salaries paid teachuls in 1973-74 varies considerably from one school

system to another. As shown in Table 4, the Bogalusa City system paid
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the highest average salary--$10,188 and Plaquemines paid the lowest--$7,366,

a difference of $2,822. The average for the state was $9,164, excluding

the laboratory schools at LSU and Southern University, which are not under

a local system.

Table 5 shows that, even within a particular school system, there is

considerable variation in income levels of teachers for 1973-74. For the

state as a whole, 4.6 percent of the teachers received less than $7,000;

about a third of the teachers (33.5 percent) received salaries between

$1,000 and $8,499; another third (32.9 percent) had salaries falling

within the $8,500- $9,999 range and a fifth (21.2 percent) fell within the

$10,000-$11,499 level. At still higher salary levels, 6.9 percent of the

teachers were paid between $11,500 and $13,499, and lese than one percent

received $13,500 Or more.-

The 66 local school systems were.ranked according to the proportion-of

teachers receiving salaries below $7,000 in 1973-74. Plaquemines had the
-

largest proportion of teachers at this level--almost Viialf, or 46.6 percent.

Orleans had very few teachers making under $7,000--less than 0.1 percent.

Ten systems had no-teachers -paid at this low level. ;Statewide Percent

of the teachers were paid less than $7,000 last yearf (See Table 6.

Local systems were also ranked according to the rroportion of teachers

receiving salaries above $10,000 in 19)73-74. Orlea)ls had the largest

group in this pay scale--over half, or'53.0 percent, while Plaquemines had

only 4.2 percent of its teachers in this category.; The average for the

state showed over a fourth (28.9 percent) of the teachers were paid $10,000

or more. (See Table 7.)

Proportion of Teachers' Salaries Paid by State

The state, through its minimum salary schedule, finances a major

portion of the cost of teachers' salaries but data is not readily avail-
7

able showing the extent of state financing. The committee staff devised

a method whereby such information could be computed.

79
65



RANK

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

2 -3

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
32

Table 4.

AVERAGE SALARIES FOR LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEACHERS

1973-74
(1)

SCHOOL SYSTEM AMOUNT

City of Bogalusa $10,188
East Baton Rouge 9,950

Ouachita 9,914

Orleans 9,880

Caddo 9,739
Jackson 9,721

City of Monroe 9,678
Franklin 9,647

Iberville 9,499

Jefferson 9,472

Richland 9,413

Webster 9,392

West Feliciana 9,346

Winn 9,334
Cameron 9,301

St. Bernard 9,279

Calcasieu 9,271

Ascension 9,262
St. Charles 9,253

Lafourche 9,202
St. James 9,189

Beauregard
STATE AVERAGE

9,166(2)
9,164

Washington 9,134
Concordia 9,110

Bossier 9,068
St. Landry 8,998
St.- John 8,966

Tangipahoa 8,958
Vermilion 8,945
Sabine 8,330
Lincoln 8,917

West Carroll 8,909
St. Tammany 8,909

RANK SCHOOL SYSTEM AMOUNT

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49

50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66

Jefferson Davis $ 8,905
Pointe Coupee
West Baton Rouge
Assumption
Terrebonne
Rapides
Allen
DeSoto
East Carroll
Avoyelles
Lafayette
Livingston
Tensas
Acadia
Iberia
East Feliciana_
Madison
Catahoula
St. Helena
St. Martin
Natchitoches
Red River
Vernon
Bienville
St. Mary
Claiborne
Evangeline
Morehouse
Grant
LaSalle
Union
Caldwell
Plaquemines

8,896
8,876
8,765
8,734
8,715
8,709
8,612
8,596
8,564
8,-548

8,519'
8,485
-8,414
8,404-
8,396
8,391
8,385
8-,367
8,270-
8,225

8,197
8,192
=8,177
-8,085

=8,042
8,039
7,985
7,979

7,866
7;366

(1) Includes teachers paid from federal funds and those being paid for more

than. nine months work. .

(2) Excludes LSU and Southern Laboratory Schools.

Source: State Department of Education of Louisiana, Annual Report for the

Session 1973-74, Part II, unpublished.
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Table 5.

SALARIES OF LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEACHERS
BY INCOME LEVELS .

1973-74

Percent of Total

SCHOOL SYSTEM. Total No:

Teachers

Below
$7,000

$7,000-
$8,499

$8,500-
$9,999

$10,000-
$11,499

549 26.2% 28.8% 33.9% 9.7%

tlien 258.5 4.4 38.7 36.4 19.0

.cension P"-""4"\493 0.0 40.0 34.8 16.2

Assumption 245- 3.7 44.9 33.5 13.1

i wellea 477 5.o 45.9 39.4 7.8

Beauiegard 328 4.o 32.6 38.7 19.2

.enville 229 25.8 40.6 22.3 9.2

Bossier 865 0.2 39.0 35.5 21.3

( Ado 2,592 0.5 24.4 40.4 18.7

-Galcasieu 1,843.4 o.o 34.o 42.8 19.5

C-ldweli 118 35.6 40.7 16.1 5.9

C__meram 118 0.0 38.1 34.7 22.0

Catahoula 184 17.9 33.2 38.6 6.5

(- aiborne 210 29.0 40.5 20.0 9.0

=Condordia- 276 0.0 31.2 47.1 20.3

Soto 303 16.5 25.1 38.9 15.8

East Baton Rouge 3,165 0.2 22.5 26.1 34.8

3 .st Carroll 153 5.2 39.2 40.5 12.4

-East Feliciana 192 14.6 36.5 40.1 6.3

04.ngelihe 394 25.1 29.2 33.2 10.4

l_anklin 343 1.7 22.2 34.1 32.1

Grant 182 28.0 48.9 18.1
1

4.4

: eria 738 13.7 36.6 40.2 6.5

Iberville 398 0.0 30.7 35.9 24.4

ckson 190 4.7 15.8 41.1 34.7

Jefferson 2,937 0.8 31.1 27.3 34.2

fferson Davis 387 3.1 37.o 40.6 13.7

Lafayette 1,387.8 10.1 39.4 40.6 6.6

fourche 898 0.8 38.4 35.7 17.9

L- Salle 161 25.5 53.4 12.4 7.5

TAncoIn_ 309 9.1 26.9 46.9' .15.2

1 vingston 541 6.3 45.1 36.4 11.3

Madison 177 12.4 30.5 52.o 5.1

lrehouse 371 24.8 450- 21.9 1 5.4
.

(Continued)

$11,500-
$13,499

$13,500
& Above

la%
1.5

7.7

2.4

1.9

5.9

1.7

.3.9

14.2

3.5

1.7

5.1

2.7

1.4

0.7

2.6

14.2

1.5

8.2

0.5

3.o

9.o

1.6

5.9

5.2

3.3

'1.2

1.2

0.2

0.0

2.2

0.11%

o.o

1.2

2.4

0.0

0.3

0.4

0.1

1.9

0.2

0.0

0.0

1.1

0.0

0.7

1.0

2.3

0.7

0.0

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.1

0.8

0.5

o.o

1.1

o.o

0.6

0.7

0.0

o.o



-Table 5, page 2

SALARIES OF LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEACHERS BY INCOME LEVELS, 1973-74

SCHOOL) SYSTEM
Total No. Below

Teachers $7,000

Percent of Total

7,000- 500- $10,000- $11,500- $13,500

499 9,999 .$11,499 $13,499 & Above

Natchitoches 463 27.o 39.7 21.0 10.6 1.7 0.0

Orleans 4)753

Ouachita 860

Plaquemines 264

Pointe Coupee 4264

Rapides. 1,255

Red River 112

Richland 30$

Sabine 245

St. Bernard 637

St. Charles 416

St. Helena 128

St. James 282.5

St. John the Baptist 334

St. Landry 1:118

St. Martin 48o

St. Mary _ 739

St. TsmmAny 852

Tangipahoa 767

Tensas 1 143

Terrebonne 981

Union / 216

Vermilion 1 488

Vernon k 412

Washington 285

Webster - , 514

West Baton Rouge 201

West Carroll 176

.-West Feliciana 103Winn 217
City of Monroe 461.5

City of Bogalusa 247

STATE 40,732.7

0.0* 27.1

0.0 15.1

46.6 24.6

9.5 28.8

4.6 39.4

29.5 42.9

0.3 27.P

2.9 .59.6

1.6 38.5

7.0 20.7

20.3 51.6

0.5 38.6

0.6 1t5.2

2.1 33.7

10.6 48.3

23.0 33.6

0.0 47.2

0,1
-- .

47.1

0.7 50.3

0.6 48.3

34.7 36.6

0.8 }'37.5

7.8 55.3

0.7 40.4.

0.2 26.7

6.5 34.3

0.0 39.8

1.9 15.5

0.0 35.3

0.3 24.7

0.0 19.4

4.6 33.5

19.8 36.2 16.4 0.4.

50.7 21.3 11.9 1.0

24.6 3.8 0.4 0.0

46.2 - 12.5 1.9 1.1

44.1 9.9 2.0 0.0

15.2 7.1 4.5 0.9

39.2 26.5 4.6 1.6

34.3 20.4 2.0 0.8

25.3 21.2 13.3 0.2

35.3 30.5 6.3 0.2

. 15.6 7.8 4.7 0.0

39.6 18.1 3.2 0.0

35.6 11.1 6.3 1.2

39.2 21.8 2.4 0.7

30.6 ,9.4 0.4 0.6

37.8 4.2 1.2 0.3

33.2 14.3 4.0 1.3

29.7 18.6 3.4 1.0

35.7 12.6 0.7 0:0

32.4 13.3 4.6 0.8

21.8 6.5 0.5 0.0,

41.2, 16.6 3.3 0.6

27.2 7.8 1.2 0.7

35.1 17.2 4.9 1.8

43.4 26.7 2.9 '0.2

34.3 21.9 2.0 1.0

40.9 15.9 1.7 1.7

59.2 19.4 3.9 0.0

34.3 25.9 34 0.9

40.3 26.7 5.2 2.8

34.0 23.1 19.8 3.6

32.9 21.2 6.9 o.8

Source: State Department of Education of Louisiana, AnnualReport for the Session 1973-74, -I,

Part ;14 unpublished. 82
*Less than 0.1%



Table 6.

PERCENT LOUISIANA TEACHERS PAID LESS THAN $7,000
1973-74

Rank
c:

School,System Percent $chool System Percent

1 / Plaquemines 46.1 34 Assumption 3.7

2 Caldwell 35.6 35 Jefferson Davis 3.1

3 Union 34.7 36 Sabine 2.9

4 Rea River 29.5 37 st. Landry. 2.1

5 Claiborne 29.o 38 West Feliciana 1.9

6 Grant 28.o 39 FranIclin 1.7

7 Natchitoches 27.0 40 St. Bernard 1.6

8 Acadia 26.2 41 Jefferson 0.8

9 Bienville 25.8 141 Lafourche o..8

10 La Salle N 25.5 41 Vermilion 0.8

11 Evangeline 25.1 44 Tensas 0.7

12 Morehouse 24.8 44 Washington 0.7

13 St. Mary 23.0 46 St. John the Baptist 0.6

14 St. Helena 20.3 46 Terrebonne 0.6

15 Catahoula 17.9 48 Caddo 0.5

16 De Soto 16.5 48 St. James 0.;5

..7 East Feliciana 14.6 50 Richland 0.3

18 Iberia 13.7 50 City of Monroe 0.3

19 Madison 12.4 52 Bossier 0.2

20 St. Martin 10.6 52 East Baton Rouge 0.2

21 Lafayette 10.1 52 Webster 0.2

22 Pointe Coupee 9.5. 55 Tangipahoa. O.Q.Y.

23 Lincoln 9.1 56 Orleans 0.04'

24 Vernon 7.8 57 Iscension 0.0

25 St. Charles 7.0 57 Calcasieu 0.0

26 West Baton Rouge 6.5 57 Cameron 0.0

27 Livingston 6.3 '57 Concordia 0.0

28 East Carroll 5.2 57 Iberville 0.0

29, Avoyelles 5.0 . 57 Ouachita 0.0

30 Jackson 4.7 57 St. Tammany 0.'0

31 Rapider 4.6 57 West Carroll 0.0

STATE 4,6 '57 Winn 0.0

32

33

Allen

Beauregard

4.4

4.o

57 City of Bogalusa

i

0.0

* Less than 0.1 pereont.
Source: State Deps-'ment of Education of Lou&siana Annual ,Re ort for the

agg-14.1LartlI, unpublished.
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Table 7.

PERCENT LOUISIANA TEACHERS PAID $10,000 OR MORE

1973-74

Rank School System Percent

1 .Orleans 53.0

2 East Batm Rouge 51.3

3 City of Bogalusa 46.5

44 Franklin 42.0

,5 Jefferson 40.9

6 Jackson 38.4

7 St. Charles 37.0

8 Caddo 34.8

9 St. Bernard 34.7

9 City of Monroe 34.7

11 Ouachita 34.2

12 Iberville 33.4

13 Richland 32.7

14 Winn 30.5

15 Webster 29.8

STATE 28.9

16 Cameron 27.1

17 Beam egard 25.4

18 Bossier 25.3

19 Ascension 25.1

20 Lafourche 25.0

?-1- St. Lkuldry 24.9

.21 West Baton Rouge 24.9

23 Washington 23.9

24 West Feliciana 23.3

25 Calcasieu 23.2

25 Sabine 23.2

27 Tangipahoa 23.0

28 Concordia 21.7

29 St. James 21.3

30 Allen 20.5

30 Vermilion 20.5

32 St. Tammany 19.6,

33 DcSoto i 19.4

33 Jefferson Davis, 19.4

70

wit

Rank School. System Percent

35

36

37

38

39

40

West Carroll

Terrebonne

St. John the Baptist

Assumption

Lincoln

Pointe Coupee

19.3

18.7

18.6

17.9

17.0

15.5

41 East Carroll ' 15.1

42 Tenses 13.3

43 Red River 12.5

43 St. Helena 12.5

45 Evangeline 12.4

46 Natchitoches 12.3'

47 Livingston 12.2

48 Bapides 11.y

49 Bienville 11.3

50 Acadia 11.2

51 Claiborne 10.4

51 St. Martin 10.4

53 Catahoula 10.3

54 Lafayette 9.9

55 Avoyelles 9.7

55 Vernon. 97
57 Iberia 9.5

58 East Feliciana 8.9

59 La Salle .8.7

60 Caldwell 7.6

60 Morehouse ,7.6

62 Union '7.0

63.. St. Mary 5.7

64 Madison 5.1

65 'Grant 4.

66 Plaquemines 4.2_

Scurce: State Department of Education of
Louisiana, Annual Report for the

84 2.2Egia.c.5LE_12-1.7Latj____,,artIl unpublished.



METHODOLOGY

Mean salarIes for classroom teachers by local system and for the state

as a whole are computed annually by the Bureau of Research and Data Col-

lection of the State Departmer! of Education. The averages obtained reflect,

in addition to regular class teachers' salaries, the salaries of assis-
,

, tent principals, special education teachers, teachers receiving Pbove scale

pay supplements, teachers supported entirely by local syStem funds, and

federally supported teachers.

State funds for teauheral salaries are distributed to local systems on

the basis of teachers allotted and employed in compliance with state regula-

tions. For each local system, state salary allocations include the

salaries of principals as well as those of regular and special education

teachers.

The last year for which complete salary data were available was the

1973-74 school year.

7 '
For this year; the average salary paid by the state to allotted arid

ti

employed classroom teachers in each local system was computed as follows.

State Department Circular No. 399, February 22, 1974, .prvided tltal

_
allocations to local systems for teacher salaries for 1973-74. Local

system faculty -4sts were used to determine the number of principals in

each system and the salaries allocated to them by the state. pe umber

of, classroom teachers allotted and employed and state salary alloca

for them were ; found by subtracting the number of principals. Each

alloca'ion was increased by 2.75 percent to reflect midyear salary in-

creases. For each local system, the quotient of state salary allocation

divided.by,number of .,ssrocm teachers provided the average salary paid

by the state to allotted>and employed classroom teachers. Average

teacher salary paid by the state was compared with average teacher sorbry

as computed by the.Bureau of Research for each system. The ratios or

percentages are shown in Table 8.
,..-,



For each local system a total expenditure for classroom teacher salaries

in 1973-74 was estimated by multiplying the Bureau compute average salary

and the total number of, classroom teachers in the system. This total number

of teachers was determined from unpublished Annual REdorts, Part II, and

included teachers supported entirely by local system funds and federally

supported teachers. Where this total differed from,original allocation

numbers, gains or losses were,assumed to have taken place at midyear.

The total state allocation for classroom teachers' salaries was divided

by total expenditure for classroom teacher salaries to provide the per-

centage of state support for teachers' sa:ariss overall. (Bee Table 9.)

To provide an estimate of federal support for classroom teachers, the

number of federally supported teachers in each system was multiplied by the

average salary for the system. The total stateallocation for teacher

salaries was divided by total expenditure, less estimated federal expenditure,

to provide the percentage of state support for teachers' salaries with

respect to total state and local support.

PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE SALARIES PAID BY STATE

Table 8 shows the proportion of average teachers' salaries paid by the

state, by each school system. The smallest proportions were in Jefferson

(80,1 percent) and Orleshs (80.8 percent). More than 100 percent of average

leachers' salaries was paid by the state to Claiborne Pariah; this unusual

result was due to Claiborne employing a number of teachers above the number

allotted by the state and also employing federal teachers, with both such

groups receiving salaries below the average paid by the state. For the

state as a whole, 86.6 percent of average teachers' salaries paid in 197S-74

was financed by state government..

c3ERCENTAGE OF-SALARY DOLLARS PAID BY STATE

Table 9 shows the, proportion financed by, the atate of dollars spent in

1973-74 for teachers' salarids. The percentages vary from a low of 74.2

percent in Orleans to a high of 96.7 percent in Grant. For the state, as a a

whole, 81.3 percent of teacher salary expenditures came from state government.

Table 10 shows the proportion of dollars spent by the state in 1973-74

when estimated federal salary was subtracted from overall salary expenditures.

72
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Table 8.

PROPORTION OF AVERAGE SALARIES FOR LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEACHERS*
PAID BY STATE

1973-74

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Avg. Salary Paid
By State To
Tassroom Teacher

Overall Avg.
For Classroom
Teacher * *

% State Avg.
Is Of Overall

/ Avg.

Acadia $ 71656.42 $ 8,414.16 91.0%

Allen 7,826.82 8,709.14 89.9

Ascension 7,845.98 9,262.42 84.7

Assumption 7,694.04 8,764.80 87.8

Avoyelles 7,574.68 8,564.21 88.4

Beauregard 7,743.64 94166.16 84.5

Birenville 7,981.98 8,191.60 97.4

Bossier 7,948.44 9,068.36 87.7

Caddo 8,313.18 9,739.29 85.4

Calcasieu 7,978.16 9,270.83 86.1

Caldwell 7,634.81 7,866.53 97.1

Cameron 7,842.24 9,300.85 84.3

Catahoula 7,840.01 8,384.51 93.5

Claiborne 8,096.31 8,084.53 100.1

Concordia 7,980.24 9,109,60 87.6

De Soto 8,173.32 8,611.80 94.9

East Baton Rouge 8,195.54 9,950.43 82.4

East Carroll 7,781.19 8,595.59 90.5

East reliciana 7,886.21 8,395.84 93.9

Evangeline 7,754.25 8,041.88 96.4

Franklin 81123.59 5,646..87 84.2

-Grant 7,855.44 7,984.89 98.4

Iberia 7,873.35 8,403.80 93.7

Iberville 8,052.68 9,499.37 84.8

JacksOn -8,332.12 9,721.05 85.7

Jefferson 7,585.83 9,472.46 80.1

Jefferson Davis 8,019.25 8,905.36 90.0

Lafayette 71907.43 8,548.44 92.5

Lafourche 7,864.20 9,202.26 85.5

La Salle 7,834.04 7,979.04 98.2

LinccIII
(1)

8,393.99 8,917.07 94.1

Livingston 7,907.55 8,518.72 92.8

Madison 7,997.48 8,390.54 95.3

Morehouse(2) 7, 962.x16 8,038.75 99.1

(Continued) 73
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A Table 8, page 2

PROPORTION OF AVERAGE SALARIES FOR LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEACHERS* PAID BY STATE, 1973-74

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Avg. Salary Paid
4.State To
Classrooi Teacher

Overall Avg.

For Classroom
Teacher **

% State. Avg.

Is of Overall
Avg.

Natchitoches
3 8,183.54 8,224.89 99.5%

Orleans 7,987.14 9,879.63 80.8

Ouachita 8,057.04 9,914.24 81.3

Plaquemines 7,184,54 7,365.53 97.5

Pointe Coupee 8,236.32 8,895.84 92.6

Rapides 7,969.30 8,715.04 91.4

Red Rivor(4) 7,841.92 8,218.75 95.4

Richland 8,051.20 9,413.40 85.5

Sabine 7,921.48 8,930.10 88.7

St. Bernard 7,657.79 9,278.85 82.5

St. Charles 7,652.87 9,253.00 82.7

St. Helena 8,054.74 8,367.19 96.3

St. James 7,908.07' 9,189,16 86. l<

St. John the Baptist 71785.41 8,965.57 86.8

St. =Landry 8,007.86 8,997.99 89.0

St. Martin 7,453.63 8,269.79 90:1

St. Mary 7,568.88 8,176.76 92.6

St. Tammany- 7,739.27 8,909.04 86.9

Tangipahoa 7,974.08 8,958.12 89.0

Tensas 7,586.79 8,485.14 89.4

Terrebonne. 7,733.53 8,734.07 88.5

Union 7,922.46 99.0

Vermilion 8,031.61 8,945.19 89.8

Vernon 7,577.01 8,196.60 92.4

Washington 7,974.52 9,133.77 87.3

Webster 8,141.64 9,391.54 86.7

West Baton Rouge 7,948.29 8,876.25 89.5

West Carroll 7,996.33 8,909.09 89.8

West Feliciana 8,495,07 9,345.87 90.9

Winn 7,999.46 9,333.53 85.7

City of Monroe 8,255.84 9,677.55 85.3

City of Bogalusa 8,623.17 10,187.75 84.6

STATE 7,934.96 9,163.77 86.6

74
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Table 8, page 3

PROPORTION OF AVERAGE SALARIES FOR LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEACHERS* PAID BY STATE, 1973-74

*Excludes principals; includes only classroom teachers allotted and employed.
**Includes federal, state and local funds.

(1)Does not include $700 paid each teacher from local sources.

(2)Does not include 14.25% paid each teacher above state schedule.

(3)For 1974-75, each teacher will receive 2.4% plus $150 above state schedule.

(4)
A supplement will be paid in 1974-75 from newly approved local sales tax.

(5)Excludes L.S.U. and Southern Lab Schools.

Source:

State of Louisiana, Department.
February 22, 1974

State of Louisiana, Department
Part II, unpublished

of Education, Circular No. 379,

of Education, Annual Raportl_1223=21b.
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Table 9.

PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURES FOR SALARIES OF LOUISIANA CLASSROOM

TEACHERS PAID BY STATE,

'

EXPENDITURE FOR

1973-74

STATE
APPROPRIATION % STATE IS

SCHOOL SYSTEM TEACHERS' SALARIES* FOR SALARIES' OF TOTAL

Acadia ; $ 4,594,131 $ 4,033,400 87.8%

Allen 2,249,135 1,941,050 86.3

Ascension 4,580,267 3,623,273 79.1

Assumption 4'121,082 1,715,771 80.9

Avoyelles 4,076,564 3,591,914 88.1

Beauregard 2,976,710 2,489,581 83.6

Bienville 1,875,876 1,740,071 92.8

Bossier 7,873,804 6,700,533 ,85.1

Caddo 24,874,147 18,641,470 74.9

Calcasieu 17,030,051 13,302,786 78.1

Caldwell 928,250 801,656 86.4

Cameron 1,097,500 799,909 72.q

Catahoula 1,542,750 1,270,081 82.3

Claiborne 1,681,582 1,489,721 88.6

Concordia 2,514,250 2,120,349 -84.3

DeSoto 2,613,681 2,344,107 89.7

East Baton Rouge 31,458,284 24,394,854 77.5

East Carroll 1,289,338 1,034,898 80.3

East Feliciana 1,607,803 1,395,859 86.8

Evangeline ,3,168,501 2;713,987 85.7

Franklin 3,308,876 2,567,055 77.6

Grant 1,437,280 1,390,413 =96.7

Iberia 6,202,004 5,267,273 84.9

Iberville 3,771,250 2,915,059 ' 77.3

Jack von 1,842,139 1,508,113 81.9

Jefferson 27,886,922 22,340,265 80.1

Jefferson Davis 3,428,564 2,232,639 85.5

Lafayette 11,864,380 10,058,249 84.8

Lafourche 8,217,618 6,768,719 82.4

LaSalle 1,288,615 1,237,778 96.1

Lincoln 2,748,687 2,409,076 87.6

Livingstbn 4,594,572 4,115,877 89.6

Madison 1,527,078 1,351,574 88.5

Morehouse 2,978,357 2,778,206 93.3

Natchitoches 3,779,337 3,494,373 92.5

Orleans 46,671,372 34,632,247 74.2

Ouachita 8,541.118 6,840,421 80.
Plaquemines 1,929,769 1,788,949 92.7

Pointe Coupee 2,344,054 2,042,619 87.1

Rapides 10,941,733 10,009,443 91.5

Red River 928,719 807,718 87.0

Richland ,885,207 2,310,693 80.1

Sabine 2,187,874 1,798,176 82.2

St. Bernard ,887,430 4,814,454 81.8

76
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h
Table 9, page 2

PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURES FOR SALARIES OF LOUISIANA CLASSROOM
TEACHERS PAID BY STATE, 1973-74

SCHOOL SYSTEM

EXPENDITURE FOR
TEACHERS, SALARIES*

STATE
APPR1PRIATION
FOR SALARIES

% STATE IS
OF TOTAL

St. Charles $ 3,839,995 $ 3,005,283 78.3%

St. Helena 1,075,184 966,569 89.9

St. James 2,595,938 2,095,638 80.7

St. John the -Baptist 2,976,565 2,197,822 73.8

St. Landry 9,846,051 8,184,038 83.1

St. Martin 3,952,960 3,242,328 82.0

St. Mary 6,018,095 5,098,399 84.7

St. Tammany 7,5511,411 6.250,231 82.8

Tangipahoa- 6,879,836 5,797,155 84.3

Tensas 1,200,647 933,176 77.7

Terrebonne 8,511,351 7,399,438 86.9

Union 1,707,290 1,624,323 95.1

Vermilion 4,387,616 3,570,049 81.4

Vernon 3,397,491 3,056,566 90.0

Washington 2,516,354 2,121,222 84.3

Webster 4,827,252 3,731,315 77.3

West Baton Rouge 1,788,564 1,486,330 83.1

West Carroll 1,568,000 1,311,398 83.6

West Feliciana 957,952 815,527 85.1

Winn 2,016,042 1,639,890 61.3

City of Monroe
City of Bogalusa, ,

4,432,318
2,511,280

3,467,453
1,922,966

78.2
76.6

TOTAL** $371,903,659 $302,241,792 81..3%

* Includes federal, state, and local funds.

** May not total due to rounding.

Source: State of Louisiana, Department of Education Circular No. 379,

February 22, 1974.

State of Louisiana, Department of Education, Annual Report,

1973-74, Part II, unpublished.
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Table 10.
--/

PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURES FOR SALARIES OF LOUISIANA CLASSROOM
TEACHERS PAID BY STATE, EXCLUDING FULL TIME FEDERAL TEACHERS)

1973-74

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Acadia

Allen

Ascension

Assumption

Avoyelles

Beauregard

Bienville

Bossier

Caddo

Calcagieu

Caldwell

Cameron

Catahoula

Claiborne

Concordia

Soto

East Baton Rouge

East "Carroll

East Feliciana

Evangeline

Franklin

Grant

'4,. Iberia

Iberville

Jackson

Jefferson

Jefferson Davis

Lafayette

Lafourche

LaSalle

Lincoln

STATE
APPROPRIATION FOR
TEACHERS' SALaRiES

$4,033,400

1,941,050

3,623,273

1,715 71

3,591, 14

2,489,581

1,740,071

6,700,533

18,641,470

13,302,786

801,656

799,909

1,270,081

1,489,721

2,120,349

2,344,107-

21.,394,854

1,034,898

1,395,859

2,713,987

2,567,055

1,90,413

5,267,273

2,915,069

1,508,113

22,340,265

2,932,639

10,058,249

6,763,719

1,237,778

2,409,076
92

78

TOTAL EXPENDITURE
LESS

FEDERAL EXPENDITURE

PERCENT STATE
IS OF TOTAL
LESS FEDERAL

$4,476,335 90.1%

2,214,299 87.7

4,395,027. 82.4

1,980,842 86.6

4,076,564 88.1

2,976,710 83.6

1,785,764' 97:4

7,674,108 87.3

23,851,552 78.2

16,631,398 80.0

825,979 97.1

1,074,248 74.5

1,375,050 92.4

1,503,712 99.1

2;423,150 87.5

2,465; 555 : 95.1

31,309,034
avow*

77.9

1,168,994 83.5

1,490,259 93.7

2814,653 -96.4

3,048,407 84.2

1;437,280 96.7

5,781,804 91.1

3,457,783 84.3

1,754,650 85.9

27,849,034 80.2

,330,609, 88.1

11,342,952 88.7

8,015,474 84.4

1,256,699 . '98.5

2,632,766 91.5

(Continued)



Table 10, page 2

PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURES FOR SALARIES OF LOUISIANA CLASSROOM

TEA.EHERSIIIIID BY STATE, EXCLUDING FULL TIME FEDERAL TEACHERS

1973-74

SCHOOL SYSTEM

STATE
APPROPRIATION FOR
TEACHERS' SALARIES

Livingston $4,115,877

Madison 1,351,574

Morehouse '2,778,206

Natchitoches 3,494,373

Orleans 34,632,247

Ouachita 6,840,427

Plaquemines 1.788,949

Pointe Coupes, 2,042,619

Rapides 10,009,443

Red River 807,718

Richland 2,310,693

Sabine 1,79d7,176

St. Bernard 4,814,454

St. Charles- 3,005,283

St, Helena \ 966,569

St. James 2,095,634

St. John the Baptist 2,197,822

Sc. Landry 8,184,038

St. Martin 3,242,328

St. Mary 5,098,399

St. Tammany 6,250,231

Tangipahoa 5,797,155

Tenses 933,176

Teriebonne 7,349,438

Union 1,624,323

Vermilion 3,570,049

Vernon 3,056,566

Washington 2,121,222

Webster 3,731,315

West Baton Rouge 1,486,330

West Carroll 1,311,398

West Feliciana 815,527

Winn 1,639,890

City of Monroe 3,467,453

City of eogalusa 1,922,966

STATE- $302,241,791

TOTAL EXPENDITURE PERCENT STATE

LESS IS OF TOTAL

FEDERAL EXPENDITURE LESS FEDERAL

$4,475,306 92.0%

1,443468 93.7

2,809,538 98.9

3,540,812 98.7

44,695,372 77.5

8,521,290 80.3

1,848,743 96.8

27,237,302 91.3

10,941,733 91.5

838,310 96.4

2,696,947 85.7

2,027,134 88.7

5,868,874 82.0

3,738,212 80.4

999,881 96.7

2,439,725 85.9

2,833,113 77.6

9,477,133 86.4

3,613,890 89.7

5,846,378- 87.2

7,381,159 84.7

6,503,600 89.1

1,056,402 88.3

8,415,277 87.9

1,675,602 96.9

4,235,551 84.3

3,290,930 92.9

2,516,353 84.3

4,583,060 81.4

1,664,300 89.3

1,461,092 89.8

901,876 90.4

1,922,702 85.3

4,200,046 82.6

2,378,836 80.8

$359,500,336 84.1%



Table 10, page

PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURES FOR SALARIES OF LOUISIANA CLASSROOM

TEACHERS PAID BY STATE, EXCLUDING FULL TIME FEDERAL TEACHERS

1973-74-

Source: State of Louisiana, Department of Education, Circular No. 379,

February 22, 1974.

State of Louisiana, Department of Educatior, Annual Report, 1973-74,

Part II, unpublished.
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For the state as a whole, this proportion was 84.1%. Local system percentages

varied from 77.5% in Orleans to 99.1% in Claiborne.

Factors Affecting Teachers' Salaries

The differences in the amount paid teachers in Louisiana are determined

by four factors: (1) experience; college training; (3) the loCal

systeR employing the teacher and (4) the amount of time worked by certain

teachefd:

1. .EXPERIENCE

Experience is one of the factors built into the state minimum salary

schedule for teachers. Teachers receive automatic salary increases for

each additional year of experience, up to a maximum number.of years.

Hence, if teachers as a group become more experienced, the average salr y

increases without changing the salary schedule. Conversely, if older

teachers' retire_ and are replaced by less experienced teachers, the average

salary for all teachers decreases.

t.

Table 11 shows the years of experience of Louisiana'ecteachers arid

principals during a ten-year period, 1963-64 through 1973-74. (Principals

generally are more experienced than clessroom teachers, but it was not

possible to extract principals from the tabulations;) There was a larger

proportion of teachers and principals beginning their career through two

years of experience in 1973-74 than in 1963-64-16.8 percent compared to

13.4 percent. (Teachers are on probation, i.e., do not attain tenure,

until they have completed three years of teaching.) The proportion of

teachers and.principals with three to seven years of experience grew

from 23.1 percent in 1963-64 to 27.3 percent in 1973-74, while the pro-

portion with eight to twelve years' experience remained abou' the same

during this period. The proportion with 13 or more years of experience

dropped--from 44.6 percent in 1963-64 to 37.4 percent in 197374. The

maximum the state will pay for experience is 12 years, and then only to

teachers with training above a master's degree.



Table 11.

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE OF LOUISIANA TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS*
(1963-64 through 1973-74)

TOTAL NO. % % % % 13 AND

SCHOOL YEAR TEACHERS 0-2 YEARS 3-7 YEARS 8-12 YEARS MORE YEARS

196-64 31,101.,,. 3 13.4% 23.1% 18.8% 44.6%

.--.

1964-65 32,675.5 14.3 22.9 19.0 43.9

1965-66 34,021.6 15.9 22.3 17.8 44.0

.1966-67 35,860.3 17.0 23.5 17.5 42.1

1967-68 37,791.5 17.5 23.8 17.5 41.1

19689-' 40,035.8 18.8 24.3 17.0 39.9

1969-=.70-. 39,927.4 19.3 24.3 17.0 39.4

1970-71 40,348.4 19.4 24.6 17.2 38.7

1971-72 41,302.7 19.0 25.3 17.4 38.4

1972-73 41,440.8 17.2 26.4 18.3 38.2

1973-74 42,234.7 16.8' 27.3 18.6 37.4

* May not total 100 percent due to rounding.

Source: .State Department of Education of Louisiana, Annual Reports.-
gto
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Table 12 shows experience of classroom teachers, by school system,

for 1973.-74. West Feliciana had the smallest proportion of its teachers

with zero to two years of experience (4.8 percent) while Plaquemines had

the largest (26.5 percent). The state average shows 17.4 percent of

lassroom teacners had zero to two years of experience in 1973=74. For

the more experienced teachers (13 or more years), St. Martin had the

smallest percentage\(20.6 percent) and West Feliciana the largest (61.2

percent). The stle as a whole had over a third (35.5 percent) of its

teachers with 13 or more years of teaching. There were 19 school systems

with 40 percent,or more of their teachers who had taught for 1 -3 or more

years: Claiborne, DeSoto, Franklin, Iberville, Jackson, Jefferson Davis,

Lincoln, Mprehouse, Natchitoches, Pointe Cou0e.e,-Rapides, Red River,

Richland, St. Helena, St. Landry,, Washington, West Feliciana, City of

Monroe and-Bogalusa. All are predominately rural systems'except Monroe

anccRapides.

2. DEGREES

College training or degrees is the second factor in the state minimum

%salary schedule. As teachers climb academically, so does their salary.

Table 13 shows that composition of teachers insofar as degrees held

varies among systems. There were four systems (Concordia, Lincoln,

We.ster and Winn) which employed no teachers.without degrees in 1973-74.

ernon had the highest proportion of nondegree teachers--13t6 percent.

Only 1.8 percent'of teachers throughout the state had not earned a

degree.

The. proportion Of teachers holding only a bachelor's degree ranged

from a =low of 44.1 percent in the City of Bogalusa to a high of 85.3

percent in Madison. The state average was over two-thirds (67.6 percent)

of the teachers with no degree beyond a bacheror's.

Plaqueminet had the smallest percentage -of teachers with-advanced

degrees (10.2 percent) and the-City-of Bogalusa-had-the largest pro-

-portion -(55.1 percent)=. Admobt a-third ,(30.5-perbent)- Of teachers
(7e,-



Table 12

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE OF LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEACHERS*, BY SCHOOL SYSTEM

1973=74

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Total No.
Teachers

-Acadia . 549

-Allen 258.5

-Asdension 493

Assuiaption 245'

Avoyelles 477

Beauregard 328

BienviLle 229

-Bossier -865.

Caddo 2592

-Calcasieu- 1843.4

Caldwell 118-

=Cameron- 318=

Catahotila 184'

Claiborne- 401
Concordia 276"

De :Soto_ 301

East Saton--Rolige 3165-

East =Carroll 153

Tal-ilt_Teliciana 192-

=Evangeline= , 394

Franklin- 343,

Grant 182

Iberia 738'

Iberville 398

JackaOn- 190

Jefferson- 2937

Jefferson -Davis- 387

woe tte 1381.-8-

-Lidotirche -898=

La-Salle 161

Lincoln- 309-

Liidxigaton 541 98
'

Percent
0-2 Yrs.

Percent
3-7 Yrs.

Percent
8-12 Yrs.

Percent
13 or
More Yrs.

14.8% 37.2 % 15.8 % 32.2k
14.1 33.5 18.0 34,4

18.7 32.4 22.1 .26.8
16.3 35.1' 18.4 30.2
3,7.6 34.6 14.3- 33-.5

22.9- -24.1 20.1 - '32.9-

20.1 24.4 15.7 39.7
14.2- 31.2 20.4 34.2

10:5_ 28.-0=. 21 .-6- 39_.-8"

12.8- 31.7 21.-3 -34.3=

17.8! -29J 20.1 _32-.2'

17-:8. 35 -.6- 29.7

.13 -.6 33-.7- 16,8- 35_-=9-

12.4 -25.2- -14.8- -47.6,

1744- 21.0, 23--.9 377
11.9 23.4- 14-.2 50.5-

134 _28. Or _19=.6- 39-.2

15.-o_ 3o .-1 q 17-.-0- 37-.9-

16. -7 =28.-6: 21.11. _313=

24.1 26.9= 10.9, 384
-8.4 26.-2 16.3- -49:0

11.-5 27-.5 22.5- 38-.-5-

-21.5 _28.6 16.9- 32.-9-

11.3- -27.4- 20.4 404
Mr -a -21.6 -47,4

26.2 -31.6- 18.0 244'
18.4 21.4 19.4 -110-.8

-22.7 28,6= -20.3E 28.4_

15.-2 30.-4 18.2= 36.2

22.4 -24.-8- 18'.6 34.2

18.4- 20.7 14.6 -46.3-

13.9 32.0 21.3- 32.9'

84-
, (Continued)
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Table 12, page _2_ -

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE OF LOUISIANA- CLASSROOM TEACHERS*, BY SCHOOL SYSTEM

SCHOOL SYSTEM Total No. Percent
Teachers' 0-2 Yrs.'

1 Madison

Morehouse

177

371

463

4751

86o

Natchitoches

-Orleans

Ouachita

271aquemines 264

iNinte Coupee 264-

Rapides 1255--

Red River 112

Richland 306

-Sabine 245

.St.= Bernard -637

St. Charles -416

St. Helena 128`

St. James= -282.5_

St,. John the= -Baptist 334

St. -LandrY 1118=

-St. 'Martin= -80

lit. =Mary 739-

-St. Tammany 852-

Tangipaloa- - 767-

'iensas,

terrebonne

143-

981

Union. 216

Vermillion- ---488

Vernon =412-

-WaShirigton 285

Webster -514

West Be.t,on Rouge 1201

West Carroll 176

Vest Feliciana 103

Winn 217

=City of -Mcinroe -461.5-

City -of Bogalusa -247

STATE 40--,752.7

ATkolude-s -Trincipals4

14.7

11.6

13.4

18.o

18.6

26.5-

15.9

12,8-

22.3

17.6

25:7

27.3_

25'.0-

=9.4

18,8

16.5-

12.2

30.0-.

28.3T

18.4

-26.1

21.0-

15.3-

19.9-

23.o

-20.2

16.5

14-.8

"16.9

11.4
4.8

20. -5

1448

-943

S
17.4

S-1

Percent
3-7 Yrs.

Percent
,8 -12 Yrs.

29.9 17.5

25.1 18.9

23.1 18.1

24.2 19;6

27.3 19.6

35.2 14.0

22.7 20.1 -

26.8 20.3

25.0, 11i6

22.2 18.3,

24-9 15.5

30i3_ -16-41

33.2 19-.=0=

24,2= 18.0-

29.-3 19;8

38=.3-_ 17!1

-24.2--' 19.81

33:3i 16;o

26,3= 17.6-

33- -9-- 19.2

23.1 1541-

31.5 184=

34.4 19-J

27-.8- 18.1

21;9 16.8-

33.2_ 16,5

26.3 1243

27,o 20.4

23.4 22.4

33.5 18.8-

12.6- -21.4

28.1 -15.9-

23.0 19,1

21.0 15.8

28.2- 184

Percent
13 or
More Yrs'.

37.8

4.5
45.4

38.2

34;4

24.2

41.3

404,

41.1

.41.8'

'33.9-

-26.1

-22.8

48.4

33a

28,_

,wr
_20i6

25,81

28:4

35.7-

-28.7

30.6-

34.3

38 -.3-

30,3i

44.9=

37-7=

. 37.3
36:4

=61;2

35 ;5-

-42;9

-53-.8

35.5

Source: =State = Department -of sEducttion- of Louisiana, AtmyaReiportS02q19Z144
Part II, unpublished. 85=



Table 13.

DEGREES-HELD-BY LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEACHERS* 1973-74.

Local School System

Adadia

Allen
Ascension

Assumption

Avoyelles

Beauregard

Borisier

Caddo.

=Calcasieu=

Caldwell
Cameron

=Catahoulli

=Cleibol:ne=

=Conoordia

=De Soto=

East :Baton 'Rouge

&tilt =Carroll

=East Teliciana
Evangeline:

=Franklin

'Grant

Iberia
lberiiiLle-
Jaokson=

Jefferson
Jefferson Davis
Lafayette=

Lafourche

La :Salle

Lincoln
=LiVingston=

=Madison

Morehollee

Total No. Percent Percent Percent
Teachers Non Degree Bachelor's Masters & Above

549

258.5

493

245

477

328

229-

865-

2592-

1843.4

118

118

184

210

276

303-

3165

153

192

394

343

182-

738

398-

190-

2937

387

1387.8

898

161

309

541

3.77

371 100
(Continued)

1.3% - 7275;;6 2672%

3.1 66.7 30.2

1.2 68.o 30.8

5.3 68.6 26.1

5.6 76.9 17.4

2.4 73.2 24.4

0.9 65.1 34.1

1.5 65.4 33.1

2.1 58.4 39 5
o.6 65.4 34.0

0.9 77.1 22.o
1.7 67.o 31.4

5.4 77.2 17.4

5.7 65.7 28.6

o 68.5 33..5

0.7 64.7 34.6-

0.6 54.3 45.1

3.3 73.9 22.9
1.6 68.8 29.7

6.1 70.6 23.4

1.8 64.1 34.1

1.6 73.1 25.3

6.1 72.6- 21.3
1.3 61.3 37.4

1.o 56.3 42.6

1.3 77.2 21.5

1:6 68.o 3o.5

1.8 68.0 30.2

2.3 68.6 290-

0.6 76.4 23.o

o 47.9 52.1

0.2 64.5 35. -3

0.6 85.3 14.1

0.5 72.5 27.o



DEGREES

Local School System

HELD

Table 13, page 2

BY LOUISIANA CLASSROOM TEA:CIHERS* 1973-74

Total No. Percent Percent Percent

Teachers Non Degree Bachelor's Masters & Above

Natchitoches 463 0.6% 58.1% 41.2%

Orleans _ _4753 2.0 73.0 25.0

Ouachita 86o 0.5 61:0 38.5

Plaquemines 264 9.5- 80.3 10.2

-Pointe Coupee 264 0.4 69.7 29.9

Rapides 1255 0.2- 69.5 30.3

Red River. 112 1.8 75.9 22.3

Richland 306- 0.3 65.4 34.3

Sabine 245 2.9 69.4 27.8

St. Bernard 637 0.9 69.4 29.7

St. Charles 416 2.2 76.7 21.2

St. =Helena 128= 1.6- 74.2 24.2

St. James 282.5 2.8 68.5 28.7

St. Sohn= the= Baptist 334 0.3= 73.6 26.o

St. Landry 1118 3.6 64.o 32.4

St. Martin 480 2.9 78.8 18.3

St. MarY 739 5.6- 74.2 20.3

*St. Tammany =852 0.2 73.7 26:1

Tangipahoa 767 1.2 63.8 35.1

Tensas 143 4.2 76.9 18.9

Terrebonne '981 o.8 76.8 .22.4

Union 216 0.5 70.4 29.2

Vermilion 488 1.6 73.4 25.0

Vernon 412 13.6 .59.5 26.9

Washington 285 1.0 69.8 29.1

Webster 514 o 66.9 33-.1

West Baton Rouge 201 1.5 62.2 -36.3

West Carroll 176 0.6 69.3 30.1

West Felician.a 103 1.0 56.3 42.7

wine 217 o 60.4 39.6

City of Monroe 461.5 0.4 50.2 49.4

City of Bogalusa 247 oi8 44.1 55.1

STATE 40,732.7 1.8 67.6 30.5

*Excludes principals. 10.1
Source: State Department of Education of Louisiana, Annual Re ort for 1971-74

Part II unpublished.



throughout the state had a master's degree or higher training. Even so,

only seven systems had 1+0 percent or more of their teachers with graduate
degrees:- East Baton Rouge, Jackson, Lincoln, Natchitoches, West Feliciana,
City of Monroe and City_ of Bogalusa. An institution of higher education with
a graduate school was accessible to teachers in several of these sy,stems:
LSU and Southern in East Baton Rouge, Northwestern in Natchitoches, Louisiana
Tech and Grambling (recently) in Lincoln, and Northeast in Monroe.

3. =LOCAL SALARY SUPPLEMENTS

Louisiana's state salary schedule for teachers is a schedule of
-miniMum -salaries _which_ must be_ =paid_=_-pubiic- -school teachers =with- varying

years of -college trainin g- =and: tea Ohing_ -service. The salaries -are :Pegged_

.to--nine--mOnthe' or --lea days--of =work._

:Louisiana law= specifitally -provides= -th-at tibh -and- -city- school

-boarde-EMay-ipay any or =of- their teachers,-above the State-IscheduIe-.,
increasing number -of local systems do-augment_ the--etate schSduie
=teachers--

The -- committee staff queried -a11 lbcal school -syetemS- -find=_Out

-their current local- salary supplements -.

At present -,- -only seven-systeths= -(81-env-11=le=, EClaibbine, =Grant,

=LaSalle,_ -St. =Helena- and--Urtion)- =do not -supplement -the state minimum-PSy

The- reMeining:=59 local school -systems- provide- suppleMents for =all
tebohersi; the -manner in -which they _da _so- fells-Into three-basie -patterns_.-
-(See- TabIe 14.)-

1._ forty,.eight systems- pay -8- -flat -dollar-amount :above_ the state
minimum -(-some -with variations/ _to all teachers.

2._ Eight systems _have _established= their -own-Tscheduies tased- on.

differin-g_philosophies-zr approaChes.
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SCHOOL SYSTEM

Table 14.

LOCAL SUPPLEMENTS TO LOUISIANA STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

PAY

DO NOT PAY FLAT AMOUNT

ABOVE STATE ABOVE STATE
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE

PAY

SUPPLEMENT

BY- DIFFERENT
SCHEDULE -

PAY
SUPPLEMENTS

DETERMINED
ANNUALLY

PAY
LONGEVITY

BEYOND STATE
SCHEDULE

ca a

s -Al-1 en
scens on

a ,c
X

Assumption
Avoyell es
oeauregard
Erre1RMIe
67-i er

X

Caddo
Calcasieu
Caldwell X

Cameron xa
_Ca tahoul a-

al or_ne-
X

Concordi a
eSo to X

East ton- Rob=
-East 'Carroll

7zEas -t_
=

iFranklci nz

-X

ber=1

ao son
e Aerson

_ecson- vi-s

La our-c e X

LaSal le X

Lincoln
Li vi n s ton

son
ore ouse

FTEMITErcFeT----

X =

a , c

zt.tr I eans -

: O u a c h i t a

Traquemi nes
MITITE7toupee

X

.M.1
es

'e= -'ever
Ri chT-and-
-517671e777
-11713er

a r, _es:

Xg
X

.--Hel ena
t. ames

= I T T 771 7 : t a171-

(Conti nued) 89-



SCHOOL SYSTEM

Table 14, page 2

LOCAL SUPPLEMENTS TO LOUISIANA STATE SALARY SCHEDULE

PAY PAY" PAY. PAY

DO NOT PAY FLAT AMOUNT SUPPLEMENT SUPPLEMENTS LONGEVITY

ABOVE STATE ABOVE STATE BY DIFFERENT DETERMINED BEYOND STATE

SCHEDULE SCHEDULE SCHEDULE ANNUALLY- SCHEDULE

St. Landry
art. n

X
X

ry

tens5s

oa-

' nion

Vermi 1 ion

ernon

as ington

Webster
West Baton ou e

West Carroll
1.7g-tre=la _

inn
CITTC1-11Ctrrtrl'1!rbtrxttrra

xc

.=0.

a - Lower for nondegree teachers.

b Higher for nondegree teachers.

c - Higher ,for teachers with a few years' experience.
d- Higher for teachers with most years' experience.-

e - Lower for teachers with bachelor's degree.
f - Only beginning teachers receive a flat amount supplement, but all teachers receive

a percentage supplement which was 14.25 percent =in 1973-74.
g - No supplements =for specialists in education.

h In addition to scheduled supplement, a percentage supplement was granted in 1974-75.
i - Sales tax revenues determine supplement.

j 1974-75 is fiTst year in- which supplement =is gr-anted.-

k - Applies only to teachers employed in 1974-75 and thereafter.

0

Source: Louisiana_ State Department of Education, supplemented by commi=ttee staff

quest onna i re.
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3. Three systems (Jackson, Red River and West Ftliciana) have no

local schedule or predetermined pay plan. They distribute

whatever is collected from their local sales tax, either as_a

flat amount or an across-the-board percentage increase. However,

two of these systems (Red River and West Feliciana) began sup-

plementing salaries for the first time this year .and might

devise a local schedule or plan in- the future. (Natchitoches

also began paying a local salary supplement this year, but

determined it will pay a flat amount of $150 per teacher plus

2:4 percent of base pay.)

In additiOn to these supplements, -eight systems extend_ the 'number of

years of axperience for =which teachers =will be paid_beyond those -years

stipulated- in the state- schedule through -a longevity scale.

flat-Atount -Supplement
.

The =most -coMMon =method airplay ed= by_ tOuisianala local school systems

to supplement the state =minimum- salary- schedule is to pay_ a flat amount

above scale to teachers at all experience and = educat=ional levels- /A-mong

the AB systems using_ this- methOd-, the flat amount supplements range from

lam _a Neat in Plaquefilinea to-$1,500 -per-year-in the -City= of -8ogaluta,

ZaMbron4 and Madison =. -(See Table 15.)

Sixteen of these AB- systema depart from- -a tatic flat- amount supple-

ment to- -allow- larger pay= increments-for -beginning-or lett exPerienced_

teachert--generaliy-tha =probationary teacher with= three-or fewbr years

f experience. Three systems (Ascension,- =Landry-an d--Washirigton)_= _Pay

larger euppiements to the- Most axperienCed- teachers.- =One- parish-(St.

Mar-y)- =pays a= smaller annual increment to=- bachelor- degree teachers than

to others.-

-St. -Bernard- is shown- as_pay_ing_=a flat -amount_litupplemtnt of $11-200-,=

-but deviates frOm this- by =paying =beginning teaChers $11_135 and: nondegrte

teachera $700. -However, this schedule = applies= -only to thbee teachers

empi-oy_ed- in 1971+775 and thereafter --(approXimateIy_ A0)-. Far -all =other

105
-91



Table 15.

LOUISIANA SYSTEMS PAYING FLAT AMOUNT ABOVE STATE SCHEDULE

--4

SYSTEM AMOUNT. SYSTEM AMOUNT

Allen
$1,055a,c

Ascension I ,477d

Assumption 1,000

Avoyel 1 es '822c

Beauregard 1,100

Bossier 1,055

Calcasieu 1,46613,c

Cameron 1,500a,c
"Cdt-dlibul-a-----___80_0
Concordia 1,200

Natchitoches
Ouachi -ta*

Plaquemines
Pointe Coupee
Rapides
Richland
Sabine
St. Bernard
St. James
SIT.-tandry

$ 150h
850

106

844

1,000
900c

1,200

1,200a,c,'
1,466
844c

DeSoto.-- 300L St. Martin 900a

East Baton Rouge 1,424° St. Mary 60013,a

East Carroll* 738c St. Tammany* 1,050a,c

East Fel i ciana
Evangel ine

369c,g
665

Tangi pahoa*

Tensas

1, 810000

Frank] i n* 700c Vermilion 1,160

Iberia 76 =6= Vernon* 900

Jefferson Davis 800a' Washington 750c,

Lafayette 897f Webster* 580ci_

Lafourche 1,200 West Baton Rouge 994°

Lincoln 700 West Carroll 1,000;

Livingston 928a'c Winn 800"c'

Madison* 1,900c,
City of Monroe* 1,300

Morehouse 100' City of Bogalusa 1,500

* Plan additional payment at end of year, depending upon sales tax surplus.

a -,,Lower for nondegree teachers.

b - Higher for nondegree teachers.
c - Higher for teachers 'with a few years' experience.
d - Higher for teachers wi th most years' experience.
e - Lower for teachers with bachelor's.
f $100 only for beginning teachers, but sales tax distributed to all teachers

which was 14.25% in 1973-74.
g - No supplement for specialist in education.
h - Plus 2.4 percent =of base salary.
i - Applies only to = teachers em-ployed _in 1974-75 and thereafter.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, supplemented by committee staff
questionnaire.
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teachers employed prior to 1974-75, St. Bernard uses another schedule:

supplements range from $1,135. to $1,550 for bachelor's degree teachers;

$1,242 to $2,030 for master's degree teachers; $1,400 to $1,640 for

master's plus 30 teachers; $1,279 to $1,544 for specialists; and $1,157
to $1,447 for doctorate teachers., The amount of these supplements

esnerally increases with experience.

Although these 48 systems do have a local pay schedule, many

deviate from it by providing additional compensation. These extra

payments depend -4dr' sales tax receipts,_and are distributed at various
times during or at the end of the year as surplus from the sales tax

becomeS known. In some systems, -the sales 'tax is dedicated .to teachers'
salaries, and all collections must be distributed for that purpose within

the year.

Locally .Devised ScheduleS

Eight systeMs (Acadia, Caddo, Iberville, Jefferson, Orleans, St.

Charles,_ -St. John and Terrebonne)- =have 'devised_ their sown sCheduleS _for

_paying teathers extra compensation above state scale. .Table'16 summarizes

the rnaxiMum and= minimum eupplements for degree teachers in- these -eight
$

systems. The range -for beginning bachelbr's degree teachers varies- =from-

$600 in T_errebonne to $1,813in Iberville.

Jefferson and Orleans use S similar approach for.their schedules.
Thy have established the salary level for a beginning bachelor teacher

and, beyond that, all teachers receive the same annual increments for

each year of experience. Teachers gaining higher degrees also receive

the same flat amount increment,= with the exception of those with a
specialist or doctorate degree. In Jefferson, 'half the basic increment
is awarded to the specialist and doctbrate teacher with no experience.
In Orleans, the beginning specialist receives 't half increment =but

the doctorate level teacher receives a full increment.{

-Five eyst ems =prOvide generally -larger experience increments- for
teachers-with more_ ears of exp-erience _and eduCational attainment.- One-
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Table "16.-

MINIMUM/MAXIMUM FOR LOUISIANA SYSTEMS WITH SCHEDULED LOCAL SUPPLEMENT

SCHOOL SYSTEM BACHELOR
MASTER +

MASTER 30 HOURS

SPECIALIST
IN

EDUCATION
PH. D. bR
ED, 0,

Acadia

Caddoa \

55-1,265

1,055-1,477

$ 855- 1,271 -$- 855-1-,271

950-1,372 1;003-1,477

$ 865-1,280

.....

$ -879-1,292

949-1,372

Ibervi 11 e 1,81_3-1,984 1,829-2,054 1:,829-2,108 - -- 1_,884-2,147-

Jefferson 860-1,929 949-1,590 1,161-1,655 -1,005-1,498 830-1,028

Orleans 1,055-2,216 1,161-1,900 1,477-1,899 1,318-1,740 1,055-1-,267

St. -Charles 1,610-1-,760 1,625-1',790 1-'640-1,820 ...... 1,655 -1 =,835

St. John 1,055-1,266 1,055-1,530 1,055-1,794 - --

Terrebonhe 600r 900z 600- 950 600=1,200 -600--11,200 -600-4,200

-azz =:31 -coSt of Hy-ling increase on 1 ocal SOppl ement _pl anned-.

SOurte:- :Louisiana State 'Department of _Education-, supplemente&-by committee-staff
_qUestionnai res.-

C,
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4.

of these (qt. Charles) inc,reases,local supplements by a nominal ,amount

.for.akch' added year of experience and higher educatiopal level. The

other ?bur systees (Acadia, Itierville, St. John and TeilrebOnne) structure

their lock supplemehts so that teachers .receive constant annual raises,
e.

-but larger ones pt certain phases of ,t7 eir career's E. s they gain expr'

and additional training.
W

The. Caddo salary structurs follows another pattern. Within

each category of educational attainment, annual experience incretnents

attain a peak, and ther the rate of incresise may decline! For example,

the largest experience increment for bachelor's and- maSterts teachers is

awarded after three years of teaching and speller raises are given in

successive years. Those with a master's plus 30 hdurs receive their lar-
. gest reisee during their eleventh.and twelfth years of *. =aching.

Longevity 'Pay'

Under the state teethe'. pay= schedule, the =maximum :experience incre-

=Ment for bachelor teachers is ten years; for Master's, Slevenyears;z and

for highpr.leveis, twelve years.

Eight systems provide znoMinal increments beyond the state scale.
The Caddo- schedule pays bachelor teaChers through their twel=fth =year of

1teaching and higher degree teachers, through fheir fourteenth- year.,

Acadia -pays an additional $400 a- y_ ar to- teachers with- 25- or -more-

years -of _expbiieno0-,, but -the- last_ -fivey_ears--muat 'have =been_ in the-perish-

System. Bachelor -degree teachers- rebei\/e__a- one=timez increment of $109-50_=

after 12 years -of -experience, wtille-mbeter -degree teachere- receive -an=

additional :$54".-25 for -each_lber-,of experience -after 15 -years-of- teaching.

In,Orleant; regular teachers are paid an additidnal $200 her yedr

after 20 =years of service 'in that =system.

Jefferson provides longevity pay:of 11 a Month for each year of

experience in the pariah beyond the maximum- salary schedule. -
109
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I

Jefferipn Davis pays teachers a $50 increment if they have 25-29

years Of experience, anci another $50 after 30 years.

Ascension, East baton Rouge and ,Iberville pay $105-$107 at five-

year intervals. beyond the scheduled maximum. Ascensioh's longevity

pay continues until 40 years of service. In Eabt Baton Rouge and

Iberville, bachelor's teachers receive increments through 49 or 50

years of experience and other degree teachers, through 45 or 46 years.

Supplements for Nondeoree Teachers

The- state schedule provides a minimum salary for teachers without

ea college degree-....those with -two or three years of college, -but not those

with -19ss:-than two- years: of col=lege.

;-
The sntiffnber of -nondegree- teachers= is decree-sing_ yearly,. -However,

all _but four -syetems=-(Conbordi-,_ _Linbolii-, -Webster, -and-Winn)=

=had= teachers_,withbut-degrees-on_ their :payroll. In practice, if :a,,feyetems

employslimore- teachers than= the -number for __which- the -State-win paY-

salaries- thrOugh the, minimum= foundation= formulai= then= the_ -entire -salary-

=whichs_a: lobal ,board: must pay -fOr -"= overstaffed" teachers_:begins- first =With-

thiise- at the- lowest -ealary= thei-nondegree teabhbi._

-Some -systems= -da= not_ pay: 1; .al salary- -suppleMents_ =to nondegree

teabhers, -even- though they employ_ them. -Livingston, =Richland-, -and_=WihnE

=do--not =pay_ local supplements to--eny==riond-agree teacher; Allen-, =Jefferson=

and :Beauregard ipay: local supplements to= teachers -with three= years- of

-bollege but not to those-with two -years;. -and Cameron- doeb-not :pay
_

supplements to- -nOndegree teachers' except those -with three= _years- of

-college_ _and: ten' ,or -more -years. of eXperience.

COmMent on -Local Supplements

Sohool -sy_stems- that -pay- the -beet salaries- -can -scre_en-andi-hire- the=

best quali=fied- teachers.- This- s-particularly: -important today-=when

there -ara_More= teacher- appIiCante- _than _positions ta-be_ in- _MOst_

4reas-.--Hence, le m=eupp
/enta are_ a -way, for :a= -sChool system to

improve the .quality: of = teachimaff.
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In addition, local supplements can be a means for strengthening ,

incentives for teachers to continue in their profession and increase

their educational level, if the local pay schedule is properly struc-

tured for teachers past the beginning level. While most local systems
dEi supplement the state scale, their predominate method - -a flat amount to

all teachers--brings maximum and minimum salaries proportionately closer
together, thereby weakening local salary incentives for professional

growth.

Many -ti ystems base the amount of -their local supplement on whatever

-their -sales tax yields--a- -few in lieu of a salary -schedule and= others on

top of a salary schedule. Thib Method makes it difficult to determine
hOw--much = -systems- -are-,Oaying; their- teachers-antl,alsb= lea-ves- teachersiiun-

,certeliii- _as to =what their -yearly; -salary-,will =be. It-aisO -Means that -ealary-

Jevele ,pre set :by- yield-of -p teX,_ -andz=not local =Conditions- such_ as

differences -in the -cost -of living_ from, One area to=-anOther.- ..

0

' -systems -= report tb= the -Lopisisnatate EDeOartment_ _of Education-
,

in, early_ fall as to= the- eMOunt they, -pay- teaCheraiabove -state _stale.-

=S-inCe- repOrting this, year, 17- systeme =have revised their local schedules-up-

iward-i_ and eight other aystems pIan=.th- -do= so= later in the -year., The

-rec-ently: =approved- increase in -thb state teacher- =Salary -levels- -_(Act 52

=Of the- 1975 -Extraordinary_ Session)- -prompted,_some- systems- to_:0-rant
0 _

similar, increases- in- their local supplements. In addition_, three

-systems- -(NatchitoChea-,_ -Red-:River.and--Webt eliciana)ribegan=speying:

lOcal -supplement to teaCherat-for the_ fi time this year.

P A= '-fetsresysterns-
.
ahich-rnake =bonus _payntentsz-havb, -failed' to repOrt- to the

Slate ,:Dep-a.T.7.ment _of.'Education- the amount, they_ pay_ teachers- aboVai =state

sbaie:.= =However', -subh= infOrtation is important ,_ _particularly- when= the

adequacy- -of the- state minimum =salary schedui-e- is= being-tonaidered.-
,

LOCAL SALES *-TAXEg =FOR -SCHOOLS-

The_ability, of local school boards= to_ supplement teachers' salaries
above= the amount _ffinanbed -by: the- §-tete_ through, Its-minimum-salary

sthedule-Was-greatly enh_anted-=b_y iAbt 29--of the 1961+ Speciel -Session

a



(R.S. 33:2737). This act authorized all school boatds,to levy up to n-

one percent local sales tax, subject to voter approval, with proceeds to

be used only to pay salaries and other operating expenses. Moreover,

the act stipulated that sales tax proceeds derived under its authority

may not be considered as a support factor in distribution of state funds

through the state equalization forumla or any other state distribution

by the State Board or Department of Education.

Prior to the granting of this 1964 general authority to, local school

boards,= two systems (Concordia end West Feliciana) received special

authorization to levy, _a one percent sales tax,- subject to voter approval,

with no restrictions on use of funds (R.S. .33:2735.1-2735.4 and R.S.

33: 2736) .

Since 1964, six more school boards (Bienviile, East Feliciana,

Jefferson, Livingston, St. Bernard and St. Mary) were authorized to

levy additional sales taxes up to one percent, with voter approval , and

with various provisions as to use of the proceeds.

In addition to sales taxes imposed by school boards, four systems

(Jefferson, Rapides, St. Mary= and= =Terrebonne)= =share in proceeds of

sales taxes levied by parish governing authorities.

:Currently, 58 = -of the-- 66 --sch -ool ,systems-derive= proceeds, -from_ a
:4*

local -sales taX.. A two -- percent tax is effective= in- two= aystems;_ a -one-

petcent tax in 50. systems;_ a- 3/49 tax in-one- system, a 1/2%= tax ih,

three_ systems;- 1[3-of zone spercant tax in- one -aystem; -and- 30

percent -of- one-:perceht in,=one -system. The,=Bienville- tax is levied

4LOarishwide tax in= Wabhington- _Parish= is= =split =between'

the -parish -school- -board-(45 =perceha and-the-=City of -Bogaiusa system

(=55 -perdena._ -(See Table 17=.-)-

Ih fiacel 1973--74v achool toarde_;received 1401.6, Million-from loCal

=sales-taxes=. -A- -few= systems-did-not -levy- the, tex for thelfull' year =and=

aihca that timei four -syatems.'have-_either-inidosed-Ea tax for ithe-first

time or increaseetheir rates. .(Sea- Table 17.)-

JAZ-
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SCHOOL SYSTEM,

Table

LOUISIANA SCHOOL BOARD SALES TAXES

_1273-74 YEAR
TAX RATE AMOUNT COLLECTED

JANUARY_ 1,75
TAX -RATE

A-cadi a
Al 1 en
Ascension
Assumption
Avoyel 1 et
Beaurega rd
Bi envi 11 ea
Bossierer
Caddo
Calcasieu
Ca 1 dwel 1

, Cameron
Ca tahoul a
Cl-aibdrne
Concordia

-06SO to=
East =Baton Rouge
Eas:t Carroll-
-Eas t ciana
Evarigeli ne
Franklin=

1%

1

-1

1

1-

1

1

1

1

MN MO

1-

zu

-1

-1

.

$1,140,965
539,660

1,712,678
397,847
733,087
643,712

12,038-
1,561,473
7,715,202
5,574,184

MO MO MI

286,870

=528356-
37- -3,257

11,496;868:
-27,Y,62&
232-A10
-5804552-

10/0

1

1

1-

1

1

1

1

Ms se Oil

1

1

213-

3/4_ 142794=706

e. Oa OP

3/4
ber vi 11 e i4164-313- 1=

Jackson 1 40_7,44521

Jeffersonc 1- 14 077-34654-- 1

Jefferson D_ avi t 836,444
Lafayette -4-,255-,91=7± 1

La fou rche 2,0014877
-LaSa 11 e II

n co 1 n /2 424015= ld

vi ngs ton 1 152-0 97r
Madi sone ,296400- 1

Morehouse 698:,882
Na tchi=toches -576;224:
'Or leant 7,408-i909_s
-Ouachi ta- 1/2 1:,337_4953= 1/2
rP1 a quemi nes e

=Pointe iCoupee 37 _14889

kapi des9s 1/2 1,8994250-
'Red- River 0.1

Richland_ 1: 484 ,372-
Sabine
St. Bernard

-St. =Char =l es
-1-

=1

474-i539-
1,4424863i
-1-J5Ti568:

St. _Mel ena
St. Jarries 709-,040-- 1

=St. John the Baptitt 728',276-

on ti nued)



Table I7-,_page 2

LOUISIANA SCHOOL BOARD SALES TAXES

SCHOOL SYSTEM
1973-74 YEAR JANUARY 1975

TAX -RATE AMOUNT COLLECTED. TAX RATE

St. Landry 1% $1)719,156 10/0

St. Martin 1 670 ,394 1-

St. Maryg 30%_ of 1 722,064 30% of 1-
St. Tammany -1 1,831,447 -1

Tangi pahoa 1 1 , 654 , 483 1

Tensas 189,300 1

Terrebonneg -1-/3- of 1 1,063,892 113 of 1
Union
Vermilion= 1 1,388,146 1

Vernon 1 571,893 -1-

Washington .1- 4E4,784
Vabs ter 0 _1,082,306
Wes t Ba ton Rouge 1 341_,358-
=Wes -t - :281076
Wes -t -Fel i ciana
-Winn- 1- io--26

Ci =ty of Monroe 112- 746_,-o32 =1-12

Ci4y of :Bogal usai

TOTAL r$101=;842;524

ran _'Effecti;ie- -rariahwide.- 1,eviectrzApril 1, 19713.
-7 Rate, -inciieasedi to twnperdent, -effectiife- January 2, 1975.

=ci-7= -Jefferson _School Soar& leFiess -its .1:4n-sales- -tat -_(1/2 :porcent)-,and--_-also-
shai'es in--sales- tax inposed:hy -Jefferson --Tarishi=Cohncil (1/2_percent_ )n.

=d-7,_7Rate increased= to _One-percent, =effeCtive--Janua* 1,- 1975.
-6- Mar-Ch '1973.
-f Effect4te--AtguSt_ I. 3973._
g ,-=1-ides-, St. -Mary Terrebonne=sshare--inz-saleS= tax levied= bar their-

-reaPective_ Poliae -juries.
'11 IffeCtive -September- 1974.
i one percent "parishwide_-achool sales,--ta-;-_is-Shared- by t.be_-=WaShiligton,

-Parish---SchooL-Boardrs_145 percent)- and the-:City sof---Bogaluse. -School -Board-
-(55_ _percent)-=.

j_ -Rate increased- to -Um- percent, -effectiye -January iv 1975-.

'Source 1973=74_ -data- -from=-State==Departme-nt =of- -Education-of louisiana-,z
aeport- for 1973 =74 Part unptiblished-._ -Current r_ atetr

from-liouisiateDepartment-:of -Public -Safety) 'Motor Vehicle`
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There are eight school systems that do not levy or receive proceeds

-from a local sales tax: Caldwell,_ Cameron, Claiborne=, Grant, LaSalle,

Plaquemines, St. Helena and--Union. Five of these, do _not pay -teachers

above the -state minimum. The two systems- that do. -provide local -suPple-
..

menfs and do not _have a = sales tax_ are Cameron and Piaquemines; both -re-
ceive- substantial amounts from mineral -resources of the-parieh, -however.

Glenville is- the only school system that receives bales tax -money
and dbes not supplement teachers'- salaries.- _H-owever, as- already= noted,_

the pienville- tax is levied_ in -ode ,district only_, not parishwide, and

is imposed-urider a special act (No._ 676_ -of 1970) which allows- this

sales tax to: be used- for-_caPital purposes and to -be bonded-.

The= IT_74= -State- bOhetitution: --(ArtiCle="V-1_,__Sectiori_ -29): =prOvides- that

total eeles taxes- imposed=-by local -gOverilMente,- including-School !boards!,_

within a-governmental eubdivisiOni cannot EeXceed: three_ percent, sunIese

the legislature =grants= authority for -additional sales taxes-which- thubts

al=so -be- apprOved- -=by the_= local !electorate--

4. =E=XTENDED -EMPLOYMENT

=State_ and= loCal salary =schedules- for- regular classroom = teachers! are

=based- on -a= -nine-=month-school - year and -a= teaChing==day -of at_ =least five-
,

=houre-,_ exclusive =Of lunth==Or -other- --reces-aiPeriods-. In-all _local -systems

-some= teachers- receive abOve_=abale_ yearly_ salarieb. The- -dalary =differeh,

till for these= teachers is- -bastii_predominately_=on= extendedi-emplbyment.---

a- lOnger -work :_year,_ longer-work_=day,_ or-=both-. =Compensation= for--_addi

tionandurs _ordays-of -work =May -be_ -Computed--at regular!salary -Schedule
e--

- rates-or take the -form of flat !amount -supplementel fi=xed=by_ local echbeil

boarde-. For,the==moet part-, teachers In''extended!,employ _are-athletic

coaches_,_ =betid_==directors:,, -guidance-cOuneelors, ior =vocational =education

teaChere-., Federal -and: state funding= la_generelly _available= ifbr the

=eXtended-eMployment increMents- Of-vdCational -education:teachers. 'Other

exten=ded-,employ teachers: receive extra= reimbursement from local Slyeterh-
_

-funds.

In- a -recent Lii'vey -of =Louisianailoba -Systerm:policies regarding

salaries- =o f t eachers=:pe id_ abo=ve: 'scal e =52 =Out_ =of =66_ :euperint endente

resp-onded. The- resul=ts -. =of the--commt4pos_staf survey -!are giv_en-=belOw.-
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Salaries of Athletic Coaches

Athletic ,coaches received above 'scale salaries in all reporting
systems. Flat amount supplements for coaching were reported in 51 of
the 52 systems., Seven of these 51 systems reported that Coaches

0
received compensation at salary schedule rates for extra days of employ-
ment during the year in addition to flat rate supplements. In one system
compensation for extended employment at schedule rates was the only
indicated salary supplement for boaching.

The flat amount increments reported for coaching varied from a
maximum of $2,600 for head football coach at a AMA school in Bossier
to a minimum of $150 for parttime track and baseball coaches in Pointe
Coupee. Table 18 summarizes reported flat amount supplements for
coaches. Within local systems coaching increments may vary by school
size, the= rank of the coach, the grade level =of students coached, the
sport coached, and the number of sports coached. Sixteen systems reported
supplement differentials set by school size; 26- by coach's rank; 15 by
student grade level; seven by number of sports coached.

As re-UN-isles-for flat sMount -boaching=supplementS,_ the-extra_ _duties-
req-uireds,wers cited by_ 17= =systems;- :boaChing:_responsibi-lities,:byssix;

the= -cbacht=t- sx-ten ded-work_ _day- by 26 ;: -hia- extended _wOrk -Oar _by:16.-

Increased earnings through coaching are available primarily to male
teachers at the junior or senior high school level with the largest
increments going to senior high football coaches.= Three systems reported
supplements for elementary school coaches and five reported supplements
for poaches of -girls' athletics.

Salaries of -Band==Directors

Fi=fty -of 52 systems- -reportedi-above- =scare= _salartes -for 'bandi-dlrectOrs--.-

fiat -amount -SuOpIeMents--were-=mads'by--46--of the _=50iis-ystenis. :Four -systems

=gave- -compensation- to-band--directors- for ektra,:days_ bf -employMent at

regular -- schedule rates in--addition_ to_ the -flat_ -amount =ouPOlemant._ Ektra:

-compensation _at -regular -sChedule- rates -was= -the- only supplement _given-

1115-
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Table 18.

RANGE-OF'FLAT AMOUNT SUPPLEMENTS FOR COACHES IN
SELECTED LOUISIANA LOCAL SYSTEMS'

1974-75

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Range of -Flat
Amount Supplements
for Coacheo

Coach Also Receives
Extended Employment;
At Teacher Rate

Acadia- $1200-, $2000

-Allen- 900 - -2100
Assumption- Iwo 7, 1600

pienviIle 1055 - 2078

Hossier. 460 2600

Caddo 550,- 1500 Yes

Calcasieu 360 - 1000

Cameron 300 - 1850

-East -Feliciana-_ 1000- - '1400 Yea=

Iberia 528,- 2532

-Lakourche, 500=-r- 1000=

=MorehoUs e- _2000, Yei3-

=Pointe, doupee- 150= 1200

-St ;- --Bernardi -850= - 1800

-St.- -Charlet= 1000- 1800=

St. Jame a- -500= 1000_ Yes-

Zt. =Landry 800 n.= ;moo-

'Tertebcnine- 1200- -2500

Vermilion= -200-- 1100-

West Sa:ton-loug-e 1298- =2163;

-West- Feliciana -500-r 2100-

e

11,7
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band directors in three systems. One system provided band directors an

hourly wage rate for time spent in drill practice. Of two systems which

provided no extra duty supplement for band directors, one allowed them

a flat amount travel supplement.

Reported flat amount suppleMents for band directors varied from a
maximum of $2,100 in Vernon to a minimum of $250 for middle school band

directors in St. Bernard. Table 19 summarizes reported flat amount

supplements for band directors. Within local systems, banq director
increments may vary by size of school--reported by five -systams--ind

student grade level--reported by six systems.

As rationale for flat amount band director supplements-, 14 systems cited-
the ;required extra duti-es; -four the- added responsibilities; 12 the-extended
-work year;- 27 ther=ektendetrwork- -day=b1 theEband-_director. 'Crie-eyeteM-

reported= the_=:band direCtor'-s- sposition-,as- ratibnale= for =hie supplement.

-Anblher Made its- supplement ibn.- the- babisi-of the-shortage qbaLifi ed-

teachers -in= that area._

IfibreMents= for tandi-direbtors- are- =available= mbst =frequently to= -upper-

-grade-teachers, with- generally= larger =supplements= Made= to the=directora

of -high school -marchingi:bands. Five by_steme reportedi-supplemente -for-

elementary; -school =band- directors.-

Salaries of Guidance Counselors

Twehty=six -of the 52- reporting: syetems- etated: that gu- idance counselors=

received yearly salaribe above- regular =teacher _scale. Of these =syetems,

-.23--;compensated-pounselore- for extra-work -daye- at_ :teacher -scale= _ratea.

Six- -eysteMe-made flat amount supplements to guidance counselOre,_ three of

them- in- -addit =ion to scare -rate- increments.

;Flat amount supplements_ to guidance counselors varied iron? $320= in

Caddo tO ten =percent of teacher baee pay in= Webster.
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Table 19.

RANGE OF FLAT AMOUNT SUPPLEMENT FOR BAND DIRECTORS IN

SELECTED LOUISIANA LOCAL SYSTEMS

19711--75

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Acadia_

Alien

Avoyelles-

Bienville

,Bossier

Caddo

Calcad.eu

East Feliciana-

-Grant

LafOurche

_St. -Bernard_

St._-Charles_

-St._ James

St. 'John=

-St.-_,Landry

-Terrebonne-

VermiliOn.

Ternon-

-WebSter

Vest -Baton-Rouge-

Weat_ Feliciano.-

Range Of Flat
Amount Supplements
for Band Directors

$ 800

1200

1000

1266

95o - $1688

1145 - 800

538 - 1000

600

5oo

633 = Arn

500

250 --

500

900

300 - =600=

500 - 1200

1500 - 1800

650 - =950

2.100

500-

672 - 1081

85o

119

Band Director Also
ReceiVes Extended-
EmploYment at Teacher

Rate
IMS

Yes-

Yes

Yes
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The number of extra work days for which compensation at regular scale
rates was made varied from ten days--reported by seven systems--to 60
days -- reported by one system. Of the systems giving scale rate compen-

i sation, 14 systems provided counselors with compensation for 30 extra
work days.

SALARIES OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

Teachers in the areas of vocational agriculture, home economics,
cooperative office education, distributive education, and business
education may participate in extended school year programs established
under the federal. ,vocaional education acts of 1963 and: 1968. These

acts provide funding- -to -be matched: by the state- -which may be applied
to-- teachers'- salaries, travel expensE3s, and= the cost of supplies required:
for state approved vocational educatiOm=programs. =Local school syeterne

administer the =programs :subject to State =Department of Education =apprOval
and= are =empowered to =determine the Specific allocation- of =program funds.

Vocational floriculture: Oh a statewide basis, vocational agriculture is
a 12-month program. Ten of 52 systems reported that agriculture teachers
receive pay for three additional months of work at the state teachefe
salary level. Other local systems reimburse agriculture teachers for
additional work at local system rates.

Horne Economics: Local systeriis may choose to implement ten-month programs
in general home economics in one or more of their schools. Such programs

must be based on local nsRds and are subject to State Department evaluation.
Occupational training programs in vocational home economics which combine

in-school training with practical work experience must be of ten months'

duration.

Of 52 reporting systemb, 12 stated that home economics teachers were
reimbursed at stater schedule- rates Tor extended: employment; ten indicated,

that home economics teachers received local schedule rates for extra
-work. Two, systeMs reported flat amount supplementb for home eConomics

teachers- of $100 and $300, respectively.

12,0
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Distributive Education and Cooperative Office Education: Distributive

education and cooperative office education programs combine on-the-job

training for students with school-based study. These prOgrams are not

available to all students throughout the state. Of 52 reporting local

systems, 21 predominately small rural systems had no distributive

education programs and 11 systems, also predominately small and rural,

had no cooperative office education program.

Length of annual service for distributive education and cooperative

\ office education teachers varied among systems reporting. Distributive

education teachers we employed for nine months in ten -systems, ten

months _in -dine- sy_stms, eleven Months -in ten -systems,_ and- twelve -months

in _One- system. Cooperative offibe- \education teachers were employed for
nine -Months, in- 14_ systems, ten months- in ten. systeMs-, 'and- 11 months in-16

systeMs. systems- iadicated- that -distributive_ education- ati-u_,cOoperative

office :education- teachere-were- reimbursed- for -extended-employmerit et_ _state-

rather than lbcal -bbhedule rates-. In-i-on-e-e_ystem, :distributive education

and: -cooperative-ioffice-reducetion- teachers_ received-_a flat amount supplement

Of $2881 zper

Business Education Teechare: Three systems indicated that teachers of

general- business -subjecte participated= in= tem-or -eleven -month- vObational

!programs.- Additional months w-Ork_=w-ere reimbureed at state schedule

rates in two_-of these systems.

Salaries of Other Teachers in Extended Em ment

=Music teachers,_ driver' =s - educat ion teachers_, school librarians-, -debate

Coaches,_ industrial arts= teachers, and--master teachers- were_ reported= as

receiving= extended_ -employm-en4 salary- -Supplements-by_ -one--or more- systems.

=Eleven- -sy_stems- reported- flat amount supplements= for -music teeChere-. These

supplements varied from -5235 -for vocal Music- te-schersz serving==more- then-one

schoOl in -Caddo to -$600 for it=inerant_ -elementary--music_ teachers- in- -St.-

=Landry,. In- _ten- systems,- -drivertsr-education teachers- received:-pa_y_s

supplements., In five -of these sySteMs, -driver'e: educatiOn: teabhers- zwere-

emplOyea in- -sumMer _programs- -and- :received-:pay_ -based =On _nuenber- ,of -students

and-number of hours =of instruction._ -School -librarians-received-extra=

A!. 121 107



pay for, an extended day or year in four of the reporting systems. Two

of the systems indicated flat amount supplements for librarians. Two

systems reported flat amount supplements for debate coaches. In two

systems, industrial arts teachers received supplements for extra work,

a supplement established by the local board in one system, extended

employment at teacher scale in the other. Certain teachers designated

as master teachers work one additional month at state schedule rates in

St. Landry.

,Salary Differentials for Special Education Teachers

Special education teachers certified as teachers of exceptional

children must receive salary increments equal to ten percent of their

base pay in accordance with Louisiana statute R.S. 17:427. This mandated

salary supplement is based not on extended employment but on the special

challenges of teaching in this area and the specialized requirements for

certification as a teacher of exceptional children.

-Forty of 52 reporting= systems stated that spebial edubation teaChers

received-the same pay: as -regular classroom-teachers, 'In =most of these

systeMs, local supplements to the state-minimum-abalesexceed=ten percent

of state-base pay, so that the systeMs are in- compliance -with state law._

Four of the systems, however, provide-no local supplement to the-state

minimum schedule.

Three systems reported that special education teachers were paid

according to the mandated state minimum. One system paid special educa-

tion teachers five percent above local system schedule rates. Special

education teachers were paid ten percent above local schedule rates in

five systems. Three systems reported flat amount supplements for

special education teachers ranging from $300 in Winn to $1,100 in Caddo.
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Gobrnants on Extended 'Em Plovrnent.

Extendea employment is the predominating justification fOr establish-

ing salary differentials among classroom teachers in Louisiana' s lcical

school systems. Where state law mandates supplersOnts to the state
minimum schedule for teachers in a certain area, as is the case with
special education, local systems show a tendency to absorb these supple -

ments -in the local supplement ,and provide equal pay for equal working

hours.

'Local supplements for extra'work time may take the form of flat
amount increments or extra compensation at state or loCal schadule

rates. Flat amount supplements predominate for athletic coaches and

band directors. Extra _compensation at -state or local schedule rates is

the-_principal -method for =supplementing the-pay:-of =vocational teachers

in -suqported- programs:=and teabhe_rs_ in- relatively -newer -greaS

of _special= ization,_, such as =counselling.
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CHAPTER iV

TEACHELIS' SALARIES COMPARED WITH 'OTHER PROFESSIONS

It is difficult to compare teachers' salaries With other professions for a

variety of reasons.

1. No two, professions are directly comparable in terms of required pre-

paration and responsibilities.

2. Teachers are usually paid ,fdr a nine months' work year, September through

May, whereas salaries of other professions are geared to 12 months' work.

3. Hourly rates may determine the salaries of some professionals such as

reporters employed by some newspapers. It is difficult to relate

teacher salaries to hours worked eince a school day may vary from titre

to seven hours in length. Supervision of ektrap.curricular student

actiVities, attendance at preessiOnal meetings, preparation for class

activities, and evaluation of student progress are basic -professional'

functions= for a teacher, which -may involve many ldditiOnal work hour's.

0

-ManY sources- Of salary data for -governmental _and private -einployeea do_

-hot distinguish- between professional -and- -nonprofes..ional employees.

5. Supply and demand usually affect salaries paid by private industry more

readily than salaries'Paid teachers. If there are few graduates in a

particular field and dematid is great, industry can react immediately

and increase the salary 4.eve1 to employ the kinds of persons they

require. On the other hand, when4the job market is flooded with appli-

cants, indistry can lower its '13.1(Cries and be more selective in those

hired.

.6. The private sector's methods of employment, rating of -employees,

structuring of salaries= -and advancement differ from methods tided for

teachers.

Tie American Management Association's Handbbok on Wage and Salary

Adminiatration points out differences between the private sector and=

public eduOation regardbig salaries. For example, the base salaries
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of private industry are usually related to what the job is worth rather

than the worth of the individual. This concept allows for differentiation

as to job assignments and responsibilities. Industry also evaluates the

performance of new employees critically during the first year of employ-

ment, and unsatisfactory performance generally results infdismissal of

the employee. Satisfactory/or outstanding performance usually results

in promotion to increased responsibilities and higher pay.

The probationary period for teachers is usually longer than a year, and

salary increases come automatically as teachers acquire experience and

advanced educational training. Promotion of teachers usually means

leaving the- classroom for a supervisory job.

Salary structures of private industry usually combine ranks_ and- steps

w- ithin ranks, _with each rank laving a -selarY range-. A1-3 ran-,-employee

-Moves through-_ the= steps in _rank,- -his -performance is =noted-.- -Good- per--,

fCrMance _may result in promotion=in rank when the- mid - point- in- the- 4-alary

range is-_passed.- This- type- -of-=salary -structure-_proVides_ an_ incentive

for good work, and-- does_ _not _place -a ceiling-- on= potential earnings.

Louisiana' s- teacher salary -Structure =make s- -.no distinction -as_ to-- iperfOr-

tance ,_ and-a -r-iFITCLIPIP is- established.- Once =a teacher has reached the

top of the -scale ,_ -future increases- come-- either-by attaixiitig--zhigher

=degrees= or -through -adopticins-of -a -neW -and= higher -salary =schedule&

Private_ -employers= and_ tha= -state and federal governtnents--tu'er the- sole-

means- of -establishing -salary _a che dule -kor- their -employees. =However,_ &

-salaries=-paid Louisiana teachers- =depend hot_ only on tbe-ietate. achedule-

-bUt -on supplements _paid by local _syateMS,_ ,which= very-widely.

The coMmitt,ee -staff ,surVeyed -a sampling -of -- Louisiana -firms to- obtain

informatidn-son- salaries_ Paid- to employees -with- -a-tadheldrla-degree or-

=eqUivalent. =SevoraI problems- were -encountered- -which-add to difficulties

in nvIking- salary comparisons--with teachers-, -ManY firms= contacted --hire_

college -graduatea- only_ at the supervisory =or raanagbrial level,_ thus=

-elitinatinL those- jobs for -comparative =purposes-._ -salary schedule

of =some Louisiana firms =are- -fixed by- company headquarters -domiciied=_in-

-another- -part =of the :cOuntry_._'
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Despite the above difficulties, the committee staff compiled data on

salaries paid various employees which are somewhat comparable to the teaching

profession. These data include: (1) salaries paid for selected federal and

state civil service positions; (2) salaries paid college graduates by business

and industry as revealed in the Endicott Report; (3) salaries paid College

graduates as compiled by the College Placenient Council; and (4) results of a

survey by the committee staff on salaries and personnel policies of Louisiana

industry, banks and' retail stores.

In order to compare starting salaries of various professions= requiring a

bachelor's degree or its equivalent with the salary Of a beginning bachelor

degree teacher in Louisiana, the committee staff devised a means to determine

the teacher pay level, including both state scale and local suppleinents. The

State Department of Education prepares estimates of-average salaries for all

teachers, including local sUpplementa, on the basia tif =data supplied by local

systems. The latest such= data is for 1973-44.: and= shows:that the =State mininnimi

salary of the beginning bachelor degree tiiacher= wita 77-.7 perdent of :thia average

salary for all :teachers paid from -state fUnda:.= The salary of most teachers is

for nine - months, even= thoUgh some teachers are Teti& for :a longer =period. The

monthly rate of teachers' salaries was-determined by =dividing the ;annual salary

by ulna. :Using this method, the estimated average salary for all teachers in..

LoUiSiand for 1974---,75 was $9,11.50; perdent of this amount -would result in an

estimated: annual salary for beginning bachelor =degree .eachera Of $7,343, and a

- monthly saiar of $816. 'This- is an average for the state= andi would, of =course,

=differ from one system to another since the amount of IOcai salary =supplements:

=differ. -Under the state minimum salary achedule for 1974-75, =a =beginning

bachelor's degree teacher receives $6,530: for the year; or $726 a inbilth.

_Salaries -for:Selected Tederal_aand -State -Civil Service= -Positions

The federal and state civil service systems have positions requiring a"

bachelor's degree or equiValent as an entry requirement end hence, are -some-

what comparable to the teaching profession.

The GS ratings of federal civil service reflect revisions in recent years

which include a new salary schedule developed as a result of a survey of similar

positions in the private sector, plus a cost-Of-living increase of 5.5 percent
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signed into law in October 1974. Federal civil service pay scales are

applicable throughout the country, regardless of differences in cost of living.

Grades selected for comparative purposes are GS-5 to GS-10. GS-5 is the grade

which normally requires a bachelor's degree for entry, and grades beyond -GS-10

require special training which eliminate them for comparison purposes.

Louisiana state civil service has a uniform entry Salary level for positions

requiring a bachelor's degree with no experience, i.e. $683 -a month. However)

for some positions and in some parts of the state, higher "special entrance

rates" may be 6offered if positions cannot be filled at the regular civil service

starting salary.

Table -compares beginning salaries-of Louisiana- teachers-with those for

federal and state civil -service positions. _A _monthly rate--for bachelor degree

teaohers, -is- -shown at =state = -mini ram salary =schedule= level for 1911W75. =The-

-Second"--monthiy, -rate for teachers represent =s -the- estimated- salary Iffiei for

beginning -bachelor-degtee- teachervwhon local -supplementa= ater=added=_ to=-_,st.e.te-=

Tbachersl- _rates- -for nine _months- represent -the-annual _Salaries for-

teachers . Teachers'- rates- 'Air- 12--Month0 are =provided In the- table- to permit-

CoMpariaoU with the- =salaries-of professionals withi_a- _12 =Monthili,ork year. It

may --be- =noted that Some- teacheripprinciptilly those= in:federally: supported=

trocatidniii_ -pro \ --are= 12 month= -employees

Federal Civil service salaries shown ,in Table 1 fare- =the entry salaries for

levels at which bacheldr degree holderS :may begin. -The= figure= Shown for Louisiana

service= positions is the minitum entry salary fora person with a bachelor

degree or its equivalent. For comparison purposes, civil =service- rates for nine_

=months work are given as well as annual salaries for 12 monthsf.

,_When- monthly -Salaries==are compared, Louisiana teachiirs ' -State _schedule=

-salary is- foun& to= be-hig4er than the-state- civil service --salary- cited: 'When-

local -sUppiemantb _are- considered,- teacher-rmonthly =salary is-About-- -1.9'.5%r-mda'ez

than- -the -state civil s erVi de Oit -an annual -basis-, ithe-_ state- teacher -miniktui- tor-
-nine: months- is about of -state_ ciVil -service -aterage--for 12-ithonths. When

local supplements-are- considered, teacher- annual pay for- nine Months_ ib _abdut-

89.-%-of =state -Civil_ -service aterdie- Pay for- 12 months.
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Table 1.,

COMPARISON OF STARTING SALARIES OF LOUISIANA TEACHERS AND SPLECTED

FEDERAL AND STATE:CIVIL SERVICE POSITIONS

Job Claseification_ MontHly Rate

Louisiana Teachers:

State Schedule $ 726
Estimate, State & Local 816

Federal Civil Service

GS-5

GS-6

=GS- -7

GS=8

Gs=-9

GS=10

AVERAGE

State-iCiVil Service

-Beginning_ Bachelor

708

789

877

97O

1070

1176

932 .

Rate for Rate -tor

Nine Months Twelve- Months

$ 65o $ 8712
7341 z, 9792

a.

'6372

7101

7893

8730

9630

10,584
8388

6147

_8500

9473

10,520'

11,640

32,841

14,117

11,184

Note: These figures are computed on the basis of GS increase of 5.5%
effective 10/1/74 and 5.0% or $40.0= for Louisiana Civil Service

and Louisiana teachers effective 1/1775

Source: Louisiana State Department of Civil Service.
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Louisiana' s state civil service pay, for the entry level is generally
low compared to other states, according to a survey by the University of

Michigan. .However, Louisiana' s state civil service salaries compare more
favorably at the upper end of the pay scale.

State teacher minimum pay per month is about 77.9% of average monthly

federal civil service pay. Local supplements raise monthly teacher pay to

about 87.6% of federal civil service average monthly pay. On an ennui]. basis,

nine months of state mini= teacher pay provides about 58.14 of the federal
civil service average for 12 months. Local supplements raise the percentage

to about 65.7%.

The Endicott Report

The--EndiCott_aepor_t_ is: _one _of the=mos t-widely-respected--surveys- _of _bee.miing-

poliCy And practice- in the_ =employment- _of: =college--aa_uniVersitY-_graduates_

buSiress-and itidUstrY. -NOw- -in- its- =29th year, thia_survey of 160: major-vell-

-knoWn,busiiiess--and= indUstrial =dOncerns= Vas: conceived and:_las_teen_-directed

Prank *Endicott -Diredor -of= _Placeinent, iEmeritta,- Northwestern 'University,

-Evantit on ,_
fr

-Only _one aectiom of -the-Endicott =Report_ Was: use-d_in- this-atUdp_ that bection-

,dealing- _with= the average=- starting =salary.- -Table :2==presents,-the--averageriatart#g:

toZ.ba--paidt-by--hiringa---_panicle- to 1975 graduates in ten= fields and

compares theni- to 1974 data.

A -sttidy_ -of Table- 2° =shows- that-ell =average_-monthly =Rtarting-selaries found

by- didott exceed the-Sotisiata-- state teacher-- -minimum :schedule-. Local sup

pletenti3 -raisa-monthly teacher ssalaries--abOve the_Ievels=tquoted-= for= eginnera

liberal= _arts- and= -business -adininifitrationis-ihoWever-._

§4--imitajt-LaUlair&EjsztutSoukcja.

-The-College= Pladement =Cduncil,_ located- itcBethlehem,_ Tennsylfaitia-, ;conducts-

a- -sUrveY of -salitries=-offered- to :grilduatos--Of-ra_representatiii-samPling- of

colleges and- Universities, throughout- the --country. =Salary data -is based -oni=offerii,

= not_ -acteptaiaceer rby- vatiots- typee- of --businesir'atid- indUistrial -firts-, -private

sorganizationaluidi-tovernmental_ agencies. -Reports -ate- 4.-0-sued: -three= -times -each

year, inclliding- a -final repor=t. -199-



Table 2,

ENDICOTT REPORT, MONTHLY STARTING SALARIES OF COLLEGE GRADUATES HIRED

BY BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY COMPARED WITH 'BEGINNING

LOUISIANA TEACHERS (Bachelor Degree)

Field

% Annual

1975 Average 1974 Average Increase
11=1==m, 10ING.1111...

Engineering $ 1062 $k 995. , 6.7%t

-Chemistry -992 ,930 -6.7

Accounting 990 956 3.61

Production Management 928 886 -4.7-

Mathematics,_ Statistics- 915- 870 5.2-

-Sales,-,Ma.rketing_ -_862- =84o= -2.6-

Economics -, =Finalide: -851_, -842' 1.1

--Business= AdministratiOn '814 :TT 4_.-8:*,

-Liberal_ -Arta . -716-- 745 -4.2:

=Other Fields, =872- =864- 0.9

AVERAGE= ' At, -906' -871 --4.s0=
---

Louisiana -- Teacher, -1974,,-.75._ ______

---- -'State c-hedule- 726

Estikate,,=State,-and.lecal -816-

Source nE Report
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The final report of the 1973-74 academic recruiting year showed a heavy

demand for college graduates in the technical fields. Beginning salary offers

were up substantially. Increases had been fairly constant around the two

percent level in the 1960s and 1970d, but salary offers in 1973-74 compared to

1972-73 showed. ranges of a nine percent increase for metallurgical engineering'

to 4.1 percent for the humanities. (See Table 3.) Accounting, mechanical

engineering and electrical engineering received the most offers for any discipline,

while chemistry and the biological sciences received the fewest job offers.'

The College- -Placement_ -Council recently issued its first_ report for the-

1974 -75- recruiting- year, covering.- the- Period- of -Septeiber 1 to -December 11, 1974.

-Accounting and _engineering continued to lead in- the -most number of -job- offers._

Higheat salary offers were in chemical engineering, metallurgical engineering

'and :mechanical -engineering. In fact, _salary offers= in all fields of--engineering

-etdeeded-:$1;000- a month-.- The lowest--,salary offers -= were= in the -hui*tilti-es---and=

-Social ,,ecienCea =(Seertable=

pre-dents= 1973;,74; isa4ry offers compared to 1972-73-, '-by funotiimal_

= area -of- employment. Thode--emplo-Yed libraries-and: Iat-enforcement -= had -thy

largest_ ilia-teat-3e= in salary :offers..,.224 :percent and= 19-9,-percerit respectively.

Howev_er,_ the = highest= dollar- salary -offers -Were= in-- eng#teeting,_ :manufactUring_

-and-accounting/auditing

In-- -functional iareda,_rhigheet _salary offers- fdr--the:-fir-st periOd- -of- 19711--r75

continued = to :be -in =- engineering, tannfacturing -ancI-ac count auditing:. -The

greatest increase -in :salary-offeri from-the firSt period= of 1973-,74: to, -the-

_first -period- bf- 1974-7-5 -Vas: in=m-anufacttring-(19.2--percent)- -and- the smallest

increaiae- -was in _home- economics and dietetics-_!=doki by 18'd percent. =(See,

Table 5 presents 1973-74. salary offers for bachelor degree holders in non-

technical curricula compared to the prior year, by type of employer. Manufactur-

ing/industrial emplo7ers offered the highest salaries while nonprofit and

educational organizations offered the leaSt pay. State and local governments

showed the greatest annual increase in salary offers for this period.



For the first reporting period of 1974-75, business 'offered the highest

salaries in the nontechnical fields. Nonprofit -and= educational cirganizations

continued to offer the lowest pay. :Manufacturing/industry showed the ,greatest

percent increase in offers from the first period of 1973-74 to the first period

of 1974-75; federal government offers showed the least increase during this

interval. -(See Table 5. )

A comparison of 1973-74 Louisiana liegirining teacher salaries with national

offers by curriculum (Table 3) shows that state teacher minimum_ schedule by

month exceeds no quoted offer but ie close: to maiithly salaries offered to

graduates in the hinnnni ties. When local supplements are considered, the

resulting monthly teacher salary is treiter than national Monthly offerS to

graduates _in- rmarke ting the :humni ties, social studies 1 agriculture, and the

biological sciences. Teachers' salaries are leSis than other fields such as:

engineering, accounting and the technical sciences.,

When comparisons are made for monthly offers by functional position

(Table 4)=, 1973-74 Louisiana state minimum teachers? salaries exceeded offers

to professional Workers in coMmunications, home economics, community and

service organizations , and libraries . Again, business 1 science and the technical

areas were those where salaries exceeded those paid teachers4 Increased by

local supplements, Louisiana monthly teacher salaries were close to the overall

average for functional positions.

-:CoMpared: to -monthly -:offers- to _nontechnical -degree-holders: _(Table- -5)=,_ the

197344-monthly salary for-beginning I;ouisiana teachers -at state min-lnium -Was_

_greater than- of f s- -by _national nonprofit-and educational -organilations_ but-

-COnsiderably less -than the =overall average--of Offers. When local -supplements-

are considered; the- resulting teacher:salary is -above but -close- tor -the =oirerall

-average.

A comparison of growth rates shows that, in general, Louisiana teacher

salaries have increased at a slower rate than the quoted national offers.
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Table 3.

NATIONAL AVERAGE MONTHLY SALARY OFFERS BY qIIRRICULIIM

Bachelor's Degree

By Curricnitim for An
b;psof Employees

BUSINESS

Accounting_
Bustle s -General

Marketing-

.Average-

=HUMANITIES, SOCIAL STUDIES

Humanities
Social Studies
AVerage

-ENGINEERING_

-AerOnfilitical

Chemir_mi

Civil
-ElectriCal
Indtatrial
-Medhanidai_

_MetallUrginal
Technology
-Average-

SCIENCES-,

-Agricultural

-Biological
iChamiatry
Cotaputer-

Mathematics=
Physical,' -Earth

-Average=

LOUISIANA TEACHER

State-Schedule
Estimate? State & Local

Ayszagia,,Ualk Percent

=MI
Average $ Offers,

Percent

J3.7br75 1.9734-

$ 925 -$878 5.-4%

.

$ 967 $ 903 7.1%
803 753 6.6 =836 779 7.3
769 734 4:8 793- 760- 14.3

832 778 '5.6 -865 -814 6.-3_

691 661+ 4.1 727 653 11.3
737 699 7114 692

'=672
3.2

714 -677 720 7.1

961 108= -548 ' 1,011 -9140_ 7:8=
1,01+2- 960= =8.5 1,161 1,010 15X=

=967 -'890 8.7 1,036 -932: _112=

-996= 921 -74 -7_,075- 965 11.1}=

979 902- -8.5 1,059- '950 11;5=
1,-001 922- -8.6- 34108= -968= 114-5

340014 921 -9.0- 1,137 _1,-000 13.7'
-934- -862- -81+ 1,025- -8133: 16.1
-9814_ 910= =8.1 14077 956, 32.7-

785- -726- -8.-1 -812 765_ -6.1
=720= -675- '6.7: =836= 702 . 19-.1
'884-r -826- 7 0= 905 =837 -8.1.
915 863: =6.0- 963- 886- '8_-.7

871-+ =810- 7. 9= =868= _,774 12.1
895 ..830= 7-.8_ -987: , =835 18.2-

8146- 788: 7.2- -895 800- ,11.9-

685- =667 2.7
791 763 3.7

Source:= The College Piacement Coun 0 fer

Report and F t ort f
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Table 4.

NATIONAL AVERAGE MONTHLY SALARY OFFERS BY FUNCTIONAL POSITION

Bachelor's Degree

Functional Area

Average Offers Percent
Increase-

Average $ Offers,

First Report Percent
Increase1971-74 DIEU 19711-75 1973-74

Engineering $995 $921 8.0% $1,083 $963 12.5%
Manufacturing 941 851 10.6 1,080 906 19.2
AccoUnting, Auditing 924 877 5.4 963 897 ' 7.4
Research (Scientific) 894 825 8.4 939 . 824 14.0
Electronic Data Processing 893 841 6.2 922 862 , 7.0
Marketing,. Industrial Sales 870 835 4.2 914 857.. 6.7
Lai Enfor8ement 862 719 19.9 780 724 7.7
Mathematics 861 789 9.1 835 744 12.2
tesearch '(Nonscientific) 816 738 10.6 769 724 6.2
toonomics, Finance 811 744 9.0 842 1 826 1.9
Business Administration 782 727 7.6 781 769 1,6
Marketing, Consumer Sales 773 736 5.0 816 756 7.9
Farm Management 764 697 9.6 822 748 10.0
Personnel, Employee Rel. 742 773 -4.0 768 694 10.7
Merchandis 726 673 7.9 744 701 6.1
Public Mmi ni stration 719 --- 705= 668 5.5
Health Services 713 713 0.0 758 638 18.8
Communications 682 657 3.8 676 664 1.8
Home Economics, Dietetics 679 638= 6.4 600 733 -18.1
Community, Service Organ. 666- 649 2.6 757 689 10.0

Library 641 525 22.1 720 =_-
=Average- 798 746 7.6 828= 769 7.7

LOUISIANA TEACHER

State Schedule 685 667 2.7
Estimate, State & Local 791 763 3.7

Source: -The- Collegek- Place-ment COuncil,_ A _Studt-of _1971-74 Be nritv -Offers, --Final

-Report and- -Firat _Report for- 1974 -75.



Table 5_.

NATIONAL AVERAGE MONTHLY SALARY OFFERS BY, ALL TYPES OF EMPLOYERS

TO BACHELOR'S DEGREE HOLDERS (Non-Technical Curricula)

Type of
--.07:Kor---1972=-71

Average Offerii
Percent

.Ihdrease

,

Huffiness $ 846 $ 796 6.3%

Manufacturing,
Industrial 852 801 6.4

Governpent,
. Federal 782 734 , 6.5

,Government,

Local- & -= State= -693; '8.6

Nonprofit & Educe:tional

Organizationd 636 2.3

'AVERAGE, 732 6.o

-LOUISIANA' TEACHER

State_ -Schedule- -685- =667 2.7=

'etimate,_ :State_ & Local 791 763_ 3.7

Average $ Offers
First Period

Percent

1771_75 1975-77 Increis

Source: The College Placeiment Council, A S. of 1

Final Report and First Report for 19
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893. 833 7.2

776 749 3.6

-752 704-

735 656 12.0
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Survey of Louisiana Firms

The committee staff surveyed salaries paid in private employment in

Louisiana for jobs roughly comparable in college training and responsibilities

to classroom teachers. -

Methodology

The 19.25.121. t pi 3.ans. Directory of Manufacturers., published by the Louisiana

Department of Commerce and Industry, was used to- select a sampling of 56 manu-

facturing firms. Firms chosen were those employing 100 or more persons and
with distribution of products on a national or international level. Those

firms that, by their nature, would employ few if any college-trained persons
except in managerial positions were eliminated.

Of the ,56 industrial firms chosen, =14 responded. =Of these reSponses,

were applicable;, the remaining responses mere froni ten firths= Which employed

College=sgraduittes only at the management level. Newspapers were= inoltded in

industrial rifts.
=Nineteen banks were= =selected for sampling from a. listing in the= 12211

LoUisiarna=rectom prepare& by the= liouisiana -Bankers'= -Association.
The Sampling _was =based On =size =according to= assetsszand deposits.- Larger

hanks= Were selected since they were more likely to-employ college graduates,

:Sixteen of the 19- _banks_ -contadted_ responded. -Only eight zof the respoi2.ses-
werez=aPplicable;; -the-remaining responses, were trom-ieight-hianks_ employing_

-college -=graduatea_ at -the =management_ -level=only.

The Louisiana Retailers' Association provided a list of 25 major retail
firms whose business volume was sufficiently large to perhaps warrant employ-
merit of coliege gradvaieS.

Of the 13; retail firms = responding, ten did not eMploy college =graduates
;below the -manageteht level. Only three responses were applicable to the Study.
Secaute of this limited applidabIe respowe z salaries offered 'retail employees

were =not included= in the study.
136
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A questionnaire was prepared for completion by the seletted flame, and

was structured around four basic points: Job identification, educational

benefits,.- salary practices and salary structure.

Under job identification, information requested included job title, number

of employees and work experience as a substitute for college.

Educational benefits sought to determine if- companies granted educational

leave to their employees and if employees were reimbUrsed for educatiOnal

expense.

Salary pradtices included information on beginriliT-talaries, salary ranges,

time required to reach the maximum-and methods for 'granting salary increases.

_Salary dtructhre was directed - -primarily towe'ds±inding out changetin-

salary atructureaftier the initial robationary oribeginningippriod.

Findings.

Tetults-of responses-froi_major Iouitiana-manufacturere tanks) and -news-

paperth.re indicated -in Table--6,, Seme.13-majorAeb=typetreqUiring-a_bachelerts

-degree were identified. Job typetreportedivxUalyzone-ilrrayere-not inolUded-

in-Tel:Z*21-6 since-it-was felt that tuch-alimited-response would= notbe

representative. Management -or supervisory jobs-were-not included- -since they

are-hot comparable to a teaching = position. As -might te expected-, the engineering -r

-science-group hadithe highes -average_salariet. National turvry0,:such=as: the

College Placement Council,th simEar-result- ,The lowebt-paid_were-bahk

-management trainees, followed by banking analysts- and newspaper -ravrtert.-

ihuler the state minim-. alary schedule -for 1974=.751- ategianing-teacher-

receives $6,530 for nine months'- work, or an estimated-average of $7i343-if

local supplements are included. The lat:att paid,position -of- private employeii,

involving 12- months'- work, was.comParable to teacher-pay for nine months-1:1th

le;dalsupplementse

Almost without exception, major manufadturing firma reported that- they
reimburse employees for additional education,-provided such courses pertain to

thhjob. -Many firms also indicated that-as-a matter-of company-Policy, educational

leave-could be secured by their employees-. This leave it-Usually granted after-
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Position

Table 6.

SALARIES PAID BEGINNING BACHELOR DEGREE HOLDERS BY LOUISIANA FIRMS

BASED OE STAFF SURVEY, JANUARY 1975.

Industry

Engineer 12

Chemical Engine 6

Electrical Engineer 3

Mechanical or Industrial

_ :Engineer 12

-Chemist 6

4tobuntant_ 12

N&se , 4-

TramiportAtiot:Trainee 2

lkmrtia.

lleind=c=Emplayee
e.td/or Reporter 3 6,760 -9i214 7,786

Banking=

Management Trainee .6 7,020 - 9,900 7,380

locoUntant_ 3 8,400 - -8,600 OA61-

= Computer Programmer 2 7,440-- II,100 -8,200-

AmalYst s 2 7,440 - 11,100 ' 7:77Q-

Annual Salarie0

Range Reported Average Entry=Salart

$ 9,540 - $16,164 $ 12, -551

11,748 F7'..-'100 13,097

11,700 -, 14, JO 12,800

0
11,000 -. 14,500 0 12,772

10,380 - 13,900 y 174619

_81,784 - 144o0 10,-138i

-6;576 10,728_ 8;787-

11,748-- 13,164 12,456

Source: Committee staff questionnaire.
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four or five years' service, and may be without pay or partial pay for-educational

expenses.

Louisiana teachers receive annual increments ranging from three to six

percent, which is less than private firts,pay.

Considerable differences exist when salaries of teachers are compared to

those paid in private Industry. The basic salary stt4cture is different; the

amount-of-annual or merit increment is- greater in-theprivate sector than in
. _

the education field; cost of obtaining additionaleducation relating:to job

improvement is usually reimbtrsed by companies, -in part if -not in full, con

trary to the practice for teachers; the probationary period in industry is

briefer than -in-edtcation;_enclprotetion vith=saccompenying= dollar -increases-

.basedion- Merit-or performance-is_found in induatry _but rarely ih-theteadhin&

The present-study-was restricted to-startingialaries for inexperienced

badhelor degree holders. At this-levelvIouisiana teacher-pay iecotparable.

to_ national offers in nontechnical field-vend= larger than Louisiana State-civil

eervide-palaries, when monthly salaries -are considered -. -On an annual basis,

Iv:weir-et, teacher-pay- is generally low.

lecause of -the traditional length of school =terns, most teachers-work

for -only three - fourths -of the year. This ehortened work year is,an -important

factor in the low annual income of teachers ea-a group. Low teaching income

impels some teachers to seek-secondary employment-outside the profession -for-

all -or -part ofthe year.

Severtheleas, the shortened work year is an attraction of the profession

for -many teachers,. -Also, teachers can-take advantage of-the summer-months-for

advanced professional study. According to the recent opinion poll -by Louie,

Towles, and Grove, 70 percent of*teadhers rejected the idea of year-round

employment.

-Scam extension of the teacherql work year, howevervpdrhapo on a voluntary

Or-optional basis, does provide one teams for increasing teacher _pay.

126 13



CHAPTER V

FINANCING PUBLIC EDUCATION

The surveys carried out by Louis, Bowles, and C-rove for the Governor's

Education Study Committee found (Volume 1, p. 1-4):
"Just over half (53 percent) of the Louisiana public now feels
that, their local schools do not have enough funds. This feeling
is much stronger among the teachers (77 percent) and administra-
tors (80 percent) who said the schools need more money. Given
an opportnnity to rate how the available moue: is tieing spent,
both the public and the teachers We unfavorable ratings by
small margins, versus the large margins of administrators who
felt themselves to be doing a good job- -with what they have to
work with."

The committee staff did not have sufficient time to study school financing

in depth, but did assemble some information. A task force on school finance,

appointed by the State Superintendent of Education, has been studying this

8 tthj ect

Mate of_PtIgg ca.utt:on

Licititsiana finances a larger- share of public education at the state rather
than loOal level than is true _in most states. However, the -=proportion -of -.pub=

Iic -education financed by the _State- goVernment in -Louisiana- has been decroaaing

-whereas there has -been a slight trend nationally towards greater State financin,g.

The --NEA compiles data -on revenues provided- by the- various= statei3 fol. =public

:elementary and secondary educatiOn. This-data includes reeeipte available-tor
current operations pltig- capital outlay and -detit -service. Nonrevenue receiptia

were excluded by the staff in its presentation of NEA data; these nontevenue receipts

refer to such items as monies received= froth loans, sales of bOnds, sales= of property

purchased = from capital funds and: insurance adjustments.- The NEA data does not provide

suffidiont detail so that= nonoperating reVenue items such as capital outlay and

debt service can be excluded.

The NEk data on revenues for public education include funds provided by the

federal, state and local governments. Louisiana receives a considerable portion

of its public education money from the federal government -- 17.4 percent estimated

for 1974-75 with only Alaska and Mississippi receiving & greater portion. Hence,

interstate comparisons on- state financing of public education are presented in two

ways- -- including federal funds and excluding federal funds..
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Revenues for Public Education, Including Federal Fund

As. Shown. in Table 1, ten years ago in 1964-65, state government in Louisiana
financed almost three7tourths (71.5 percent) of public education. comrared to 40

percent nationally. Louisiana ranked third highest among the 50 L3' ces in this
respect. Based on 1974-75 estimates, state government in LowLsi AL will finance

slightly over half (54.2 percent) of public education, droppi, Louisiana to 15th

among the states .= (The $15.6 million -appropriated for salr,..cy and retirement
increases for teachers and other school employees by the 1975 t3pecial Session of
the legislature is not included in the 1974-75 estimates. If included, ,the state I a
share would increase to 55.0 percent and Liniitjiana -would rank 13th= among the
states, assuming no change in other states.) Nationally, it is estimated that
state governments in 1974-75 are providing 43.6 percent of the money for public
education.

Table 2 shows- -the- -ranki rig_ of all states in the,percentage- Of revenue _for
public :education_provided= by state__governmentp- in-_ 1974,75, =Southern :States,-

eicept- Virginial_ -tend- to- have-motor:State_ rather-- thani_local financing=
-of- public

education than =other--areaS -of- thel_coUntrY._ H6Wever, =Eta:Shown- ini-Tabie 3, -Lonisiana

is-dropping =behind-other -southern: states-: in--state: centralization-of pUblic-i-schOol_

-morey=. In 1972,.73,_ Louisiana-_ ranked= third. hig at-among- the- 13E, southern-,statea

in the =eitent to which =state- government- provided revenues for pUblic-education;_
it =dropped= to tifth_iplace- in=197-3-711-and to-seventh- in= 1974-775.

Revenues for _Publi Education Esoludin Federal Funds

Interstate-compsisonS -of =state financing ze public= education,: exclUding

-federal -funds also _show that-Louisiana- reinktiligh_ in -state centralization among
the 50-- -states-. -However, among the 13,-Southern---states-2, _:Louisiana, 8-,POsition-_haa

retained Unchanged-during= the- past_ three,_years- -whieh- is- contrary to the -trend

:noted- =above- when- -federal ttuida-are- inolUded.

'State- goveimment: in- Lou.i.siems.- -provided- 711.411.-percent_-of-_public-ischool _r_evente

=and= local egotrernments, the retaining -25.6- Epprcent-- 196445. ,Louisiana= -ranked=

-fourth =highest-among the- 50_ -States= in= this- respect. -Based on, 1974-_-75-estimatas

strite-zgOVernment in -Louinian.a-- -will finance_-:65-.6 -percent _of elementary-secondary-

education -funds_ and local :governments, the. remaining 314.4 Percent ,_ -dropping_

_LOnisiana-- to ninth- rank -along-- all states -tilt, ;1.5 thillion._appropriated for
teachers =and -Other school -emploYees =by-- =the 1975 =special =session_ Were, -included-,

Lonisiann. I_ a-state- share- w_ould_ increase -to =66.3- percent- -b-ut- its- rank would- hot
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Table 1.

TREND IN PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL REVENUES FINANCED BY STATE GO

(Includes Federal- Funds)

1964-65-through 1974-75

Dr IENT

Year U.S. Percentage

Louisiana

Percentage

Rank
Among 50
Stakes

1964-65 40.o% 71.5% 3

1965-66 39.1 69.2 2

1966-67 39.1 62.o 7

1967-68 39.3 61.o E3

1968-69 39.9 57.8 9

1969-70 110.9 . 56.4 9

1970-71 40.o 56.2 8

1971-72 40.2 56.o 7

1972-73 4o.6 56.o= 9

1973-74 42.6 56.6a 11

1974-75 (Est.) 43.6 54.2_b 151)

4ReolaSsificationinf $31-million- inEstate revenue-=sharing from-fedetal

(as-published)-toiatate--teVenues-.

ICVOILId-change to 55.0%=and rank to_13th=if-$15.6-million-apiirOithiated'in_

197:5-Ex. Sebb. for-salary-and retirement increases=vere included.-

Source_: NEA, Rankings of theiStatealAnnual-Series=and-Estimates=of
SChooLStatisticat:1974-75-
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Table 2.

PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL-REVENUES FINANCED BY STATE GOVERNMENT, BY STATE

(Includes Federal Funds)

1974-75,(Est.)

RANK STATE PERCENT RANK STATE . PERCENT

1 Hawaii 88.7% 27 Kansas 43.7%

2 North Carolina 68.3- UNITED STATES 43.6

3 Delaware 68.1 28 Iowa 42.9

4 New Mexico 64.5 29 North Dakota 42.6

5 Alaska 64.2 30 New York 41.3

6 Alabama 63.1= 31- Montana 39.7

7 South Carolina 60.2 32 California 38.6

8 Minnesota 58.2 33 ColoradO 37.8

8 Utah 58.2 34 Wisconsin 37.0

10 Florida 58.0 35 Nevada 36.0

11 Georgia 55.3 -36 Rbode Island- 35.5

11 Kentucky 55.3 37 Missouri 35.4

13 Mississippi '54.6 38 Maine 35.0

13 West Virginia 54.6 39= Oki& 34.7

15= LOUISIANA 54.2a -40 Indiana_ 34.1

16 Michigan 51.3 41 =Virginia 34.0

17 Oklahoma 51.2 42- -Wyolting 33.3

18= Arkanss 51.0= 43- Vermont 33.1"

19 Pennsylvania 49.9 44_ Yew-Jersey- 31.2

20 Arizona 49.8 45 OregOn 25.5

21 Tennessee 49.7 46_ -Maabachtisetta 23.9

22 Texas 48.4 47 Connecticut 23.5

23 Washington 46.5- 48 =Nebraska 22.9

24 Idaho 45.3 49- South Dakota 13.0

25 Maryland 45.1 50 New-=Hdipshire 7.2

26- Illinois 44.6

a -1. Would change to 55.0, percent and rank to 13th if $15.6 million appropriated

in 1975 Extraordinary Session for salary and- retirement increases were

included and there were no changes in other =states.

Source : NEA, Estimates of School Statistics, 1974-75.
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Table 4.

TREND IN PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL REVENUES FINANCED BY STATE 'GOVERNMENT

(Excludes Federal, Funds)
1964-65 through 1974-75

YearV U.S. Percentage

Louisiana

Percentage
Rank
-Among 50
-States

1964-65 41.4% 74.4% 4

1969-70 44.3 64.o 11

1972-73 44.6 65.o lo

1973-74 46.6 67:28 8

1974-75 (Est.) 47.5 65.6b 9b

-NOTE:- Revenues- include- all receipts available- for Operations:_pius-
caPital -Outlay -and==debt_-eervice: =Excludes -nonrevenue- -receipts-
etch__as -mcniee- received---frow =bales-- of -_bonda -sales:13f
-property purchased frOwcapital 'funds= and= ineurance adjustments-,

aReclassification of $33 milli on in state revenue shar from federal
(as published) td_ state revenues.

bWould change to 66.3% if $15.6 milli on appropriated in 1975 Ex. Sess.
for salary and- retirement increases were included. Louisiana rank
would= remain 9th assuming no changes in other states.

Source: NEA, Rankings of the Stateq, Annual Series and Eetimates of
School Statietice. 19714-75. Computed by comiaittee staff to
exclude federal funds.
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change.) Nationally, it is estimated that state governments in 1974-75 are

providing 47.5 percent of public education money, up from the 41.4 percent

provided in 1964-65. (See Table 4.)-

Table 5 shows the ranking of all states in the percentage of public education

money provided by state governments, exclusive of federal funds, in 1974-75.

Hawaii, with only one school district, has the largest proportion of state

financing.

Louisiana's position among the '13 southern states in the proportion of public

education revenue provided by the state government (excluding federal funds -)

remained at fifth, rank for the three-year period, 1972-73 through 1974-75. In

fe.at, there was little change in rank among any of the 13 southern states during

this period. (See Table 6.)

Expenditures Per = Pupil

The amount =sPent -per- pupil =givea -Some indication Of -a -statel a- effort to

aff
-educate its= -Youth .

There are several ways to- designate the number of pupils: ,(1) accumulated-

registration from the beginning of school to- the end, which shows the- largeSt

number of Students= since- this is_ a head count of all students who attended at

some time during the year; (2) average -daily memberehip-'(ADM) which is the

average of =students enrolled, -whether present or absent and (3) average daily

attend:I:lob (ADA) which takes into account- students -= who -are absent at Some time

during the school session.

Interstate Comparison

Interstate comparisons of expenditures per pupil are made by the NEA on the

basis of ADA and ADM. However, the staff found it necessary to use ADA compari-

sons since:, according to the NEA (t Stat tics, p. 19):

"Average daily membership (ADM) is recommended as a better measure than,
,ADA for use in computing per-pupil expenditure. It represents an average
of the pupils belonging --, those attending (ADA) plus those absent --
and provides a measure of the actual number of pupils for whom the expen-
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Table 5

PERCENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL REVENUES FINANCED BY STATE GOVERNMENT,, B

(Excludes Federal Funds)

19711 -75 (Est.)

RANK STATE PERCENT RANK STATE PERCENT

1 Hawaii 96.7% United States 47.5%-
2 Alaska 78.6 27 Illinois 47.2
3 New Mexico 77.8 28 North Dakota 46.7
4 North Carolina 77.5 29 Iowa 45.5-
5- Alabama 73.4 , 30 New York 43:4
5 Delaware- 7344 31 Montana 43.3
7 Mississippi 71.0 32 California 42.4
8 South Carolina 70.1 33 Colorado 40 .iii
9 LOUISIANA 6546 34 Rhode Island 39.0

10 Kentucky 63.5 35 WisconSin 38.7-
11 Florida 63.3 36 Maine 3846
11 Georgia 63.3 36 -Nevada 38.6
13-_ Vest_ Virginia 624'8 38- Virginia 38.1
14- Utah: -62-i 5 39- Missouri_ 37=.8-
15- Minnesota 61.0 40- _Ohio 36.8-
16- -Arkansas- 60.8- -41 liyorti fig_ 36 ;7-

Indians.17 10klehcitha 56.9 42 36.2
18 Tennessee 55.6- , 43 Vermont- 35.2-
19= -AtitOna. 54;7 44 New Jersey 33-.1.
-20- -Pennsylvania. -54.1 45- -Oregon- _271
21 Tetas- 53-9= 46, =Nebraskan 25.6-
22 Michigan 51.4- 47 _Massachubetta _25.1
231 Idaho-- 51.-5 '48- Delaware- 24.2
24 Washington 50-.5 49 -south= Dakota 15.3
25_ -Maryland- 48-.3, 50 -New- Hampshire 7:4
_26 .Kansas- 47.6

NOTE: Revenues include- all receipts- available , for operations plus = capital
outlay and debt service.- &eludes -nonrevenue -receipts :Such :as, -Monies-
rebeived from- loans-,_ sales -of -bonds,_ sales- of property purchabedtrOM-
capital fUnds and insurance_ adjustments.

aWould change- to -66.3% 1..f $15.6 nii1lion appropriated in 1975 ExtraordinarY
Session for Salary and retirement increases were included. Lciuisiana rank
would remain unchanged, assuming no changeb in other states.

Source: NEA, Estimates of School Statistics, 19711-75. Computed by, committee
staff to exclude federal funds.
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ditures were made. pe caun e some states have not adopted this

method of pupil reportine. figures on expenditures Der pupil

in ADM are incomplete." (Emphasis added)
fo

As shown in Table 7, although Louisiana has been increasing its expenditures

per ADA in recent years, other states have outpaced it. Louisiana's spending

per ADA in 1973-74 was $988, a 6.5 percent increase over the prior year. Southern-

states almost doubled that rate 111;6 percent) and the increase in ADA ,spending

for all 50 states was also higher (10.8 percent). Estimates for 1974-75 show

little increase in ADA expenditures in Louisiana (04 percent), while the

southern states are expected to increase by 10 percent and all 50 states, by

8.5 percent. During the five-year period, 1969-70.0 1974-75, only one other

southern state Kentucky -- had a smaller rate of increase than did Louisiana.

Louisiana's increase in ADA spending during this five-year period was 44.3 percent

compared to 61.1 percent for the "United States and 68.3 percent for the 13

southern states. -

Table - 8 shows --LoUisiana 1:s :ranking =ainOng the.= I--3! southern ,stateszzand all 50

states in expendittreSsper ADA sinde 1969-70. Atong the =southern aiates,:-Lbuisiana

ranked third-lighest in= 1969-70 but only seventh:highest in 197475 Louisiana

ranked 32nd among the 50= states In 1969=70, rose to 24th-- in 1971 -72, -but is
estimated= to fall to 38th rank in 19714;75.

-Table 9 measureal-ouisiana eXpenditUres- per- ADA--as a -percentagez-6f- -the_

--7-iveragez for- thescolith7tiiithe nation. Tn- recent-_ years- LoUisiana :exceeded- the

south's average, but not in 1971475. Its-=spending,-per-ADA- as:a. percentage -of

the_ -1".r.-S. -average has= been drOpping steadily -- from = 91.8 -= percent in- 1970--=71 to-

801 percent in- '1971475.

COinpar isOnS =AmolglocstEtengv
Table 10 shows how_ Loidsimiats 66 schools eyItems coinpate in their 1973 =74

spending per pupil on the: basis =of three measures = -- registration, ADM and =ADA.

ADM-- is said to be the best basis for measuring- per-pupil spending, and= is Ilse&
I

by the state to determine the number of teachers it allots per pupil. Table 11

shows how the local sohooi systems rank in ADM spending. Generally, the Smell

rural systems =spend the most Per ADM, but this does not mean that students = in

those systerda necessarily get the best education. Rather, the cost per pupil
usually gees down as thez nuMber of students increases, but the educational

,opportunities are usually greeter the larger and more affluent sYstems.
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Table 10. 1

CURRENT EMPENDITURESa PER PUPIL, BY LOUISIANA SCHOOL SYSTEM

1973-74

SCHOOL SYSTEM REGISTRATIONb

Acadia $ 829

Allen ) 876

Ascension 848

Assumption 773

Avoyelles 877

Beauregard 979

Bienville. 987

Bossier 785

Caddo 894

Calcasieu 821-

Caldwell 884

Cameron 1,077

Catahoula 1,055

Claiborne 922

Concordia 952

DeSoto 884

East Baton Rouge 914

East Carroll 943

East Feliciana 924

Evangeline 985

Franklin 1,007

Graht 845

Iberia 813

iberville 1,083

Jack-son 1,049

Jefferson 813

Jefferson Davis 842

Lafayette 812

Lafourche 790

LaSalle 823

Lincoln 929

Livingston 782

Madison 904

Morehouse 887

Natchitoches 996

Orleans 893
Ouachita 824

Plaque:nines 746

Pointe,Coupee 1,010

Rapides 833

Red River ' 975
Richland '911

Sab,ine 995

St. Bernet.' 691

St. Charles 890
St. Helena 955

140 ,9

AVERAGE DAT-
MEMBERSHIP

153

AVERAGE DAIkt

ATTENDANCE

$' 871 $ 966

902 965

867 927

818 906

881 940

981 1,037

989 1,055

847, 912

946 1,039

854 909

930 951

1,096 1,197

1,085 1,151 -

947 1,009

1,001 1,096

915 978

969 1,054.

989 1,094

953 1,030

1,004 1,096

1,049 1,153

872 949

838 903

1,120 1,210

1,081 1,166

850 942

868 927

836 888

823 874

862 935

958 1,013

813 881

949 1,009'

.920 990

1,045 1,115

939 1,094

886 934

777 854

1,040 1,140

870 934

1,012 1,079

1,013 1,093

1,016 1,075

713 795

921 1,021

981 1,026

(Continued)
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Table 10, p. 2

CURRENT EXPENDITURESa PER PUPIL, BY LOUISIANA SCHOOL SYSTEM

1973-74

AVERAGE DAILY AVERAGE DAILY

SCHOOL SYSTEM REGISTRATIONb MEMBERSHIP d ATTENDANCE

St. James $ 949 $ 963 $1,021

St. John the Baptist 824 848 927

St. Landry 886 923 1,020

t., Martin 857 886 975

t. Mary 725 764 836

St. Tammany 751 791 865

Tangipahoa 850 892 990

Tensas 1,208 1,252 1,353

Terrebonne 757 784 844

Union &43 865 918

Vermilion 957 1,075 10_65

Vernon 776 843 899

Washington 944 986 1,055

Webster 903 936 986

West Baton-Rouge 897 926 1,006

West Carroll 891 944 . 1,020

Vilest Feliciana 1,040 1,068 1,157

Winn 969- 1,152 1,219

City of Monroe 879 921 980

City of Bogalusa 909 956 1,014

STATE 869- - 909 993

a - Excludes capital outlay and interest on school debt. .

b --Cumulative enrollment at end of ,year. Includes all students who registered

(unduplicated) at some time during the Year-
c - Average daily attendance (ADA) represents average of pupils attending-when

schools are in session.
d- Average daily membership (ADM) represents an average of- pupils belonging

(those present plus those absent) when schools are actually in session.

Source: State Department of Education of Louisiana, 125th Annual Report for the

Session, 1973-74, to be published:

$

4
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TABLE 11.

RANKINGS OF LOUISIANA SCHOOL SYSTEMS BY CURRENT EXPENDITURES PER ADM
1973-74-

RANK SCHOOL SYSTEM

CURRENT
EXPENDITURES

PER ADM* RANK

CURRENT
'EXPENDITURES

SCHOOL SYSTEM PER ADM*

1 Tensas $1,252 35 St. Landry $ 923
2 Winn 1,152 36 St. Charles. 921
3 Iberville 1,120 36 City of Monroe 921
4 CamerOn 1,096 38 Morehouse 920
5 Catahoula 1,085 . 39 DeSoto -915
6 Jackson 1,081 STATE 909
7 .Vermilion 1,075 40 Allen 902

8 West Feliciana 1,068 41 Tangipahoa 892-

9- Franklin 1,049 42 Ouachita 886
10 Natchitoches 1,045. 42 St. Martin 886
11 Pointe Coupee 1,040 44 Avoyelles 881
12- Sabine 1,016 45 Grant S72
13 Richland_ 1,013 46 Acadia 871
14- RedeRiver 1,012 47 Rapid es 870-

15 Evangeline 1,004 48 Jeflerson=Davis 868
16 -Concordia 1,001 49 4scension 867-

17- Biehville 989 50- Union= 865_

17 Saat Carroll 989 51 LaSalle -862=

19 WaShington- 986 52 -Calcasieu- 4354

20- Beauregard 981 53 Jefferson- 850-

20 St. Ikftena 981 54 St. John_the Baptist -848=:

22 Zast Raton Rouge 969 55 Bossier, S47
23 :St. James 963 cLJV Vernon. 843
24 -Lincoln 958 57 Iberia -838

25= City of Bogalusa 956 - 58 Lafayette =836

26 East-Feliciana 953 . 59- Lafourche. 823
27 -Madison 949 60 Livingston 813
28- Claiborne 947 61 Aiaumption 818=

29- -Caddo 946" St.-Tammany 791
30= Vest Carroll 944 63 Terrebonhe 784
31 Orleans 939 64 Plaquemines -- 777

32- Webster 936 65 St. Mary 764
33 -Caldwell . 930 66 St. Bernard 713
34 West -Zaton Rouge 926

*=ADM-- Represents an average of pupils belonging (thosepresentplus those absent.)-
when schools are actually in session.

Source: State Department of Education of Louisiana, 125th Annual Report for the
Session, 1973-74, to be published.
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Tenses had the highest spending per ADM in 1973-74 01,252) while St.

Bernard spent the least 0713). St. Bernard has instituted many new concepts

ch ae, comprehensive student testing, an accountability system to measure.

te cher effectiveness, and a student continuous progress program.
a

Priorities in Education Spending

\\,

It is important to look at not only hem much a state spends fOr public

educationhut -how it spends its money.

The U.S. Office of Education- publishes a series of reports, Statistics=

of State School Systems (previously the Biennial Survey of Education), which

provides detail on school expenditures. Unfortunately, the most recently

published
I

repOrt is for 1969-70s. HoWever, this- repOrt does give some insight

into Louisiana's priorities for spending its education dollar as compared- with

other states.

Two expenditUre items that =have high priority in Louisiana =am for school

lundhes and= transportation. As shown in Table 12,==of all operating school Open--

dittres Louisiana '6.8 percent for lunches in 1969,-70, with Only Arkansas

,spending a= larger percentage. Louisiana= spent another= 5.9 perdent fdr transpor-

tation, =with only West Virginia and North Talptis =sPending a larger= share. When

Spending for school lunches and transportation ere- conbined-, Lonisiana .=Spent

12 !./ pekdent of 'its total school operating expenditures for these two purposee,

:being =exceeded only by Arkansas. Nationally, the proportion spent for school
lunches= and tranaports.tion,was =6.2 percent -- less than half =Of the 12.7 'percent

spent by Louisiana.......

Outlook

A number of fadtors must be considered in determining whether the state

should raise teachers' salaries not.only whether the raise is jus tified =but

whether the state haS the financial ability to pay the cost, which is a recur-
,

ring -one. Even a modest increase for individual teachers can balloon into
millions: of dollars because there are so many teachers e. I a salarY increase

also -means= accompanying increases in retirement costs- paid by the state. In

-additionv -other school -employees as -well as employees -Of state- government

Usp-io receive increases -when teacher pay is 'raised..

-15.6
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TABLE 12.

PERCENT SCHOOL LUNCHES AND TRANSPORTATION COMPRISE OF

CURRENT EXPENDITURES FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS,' BY STATE
1969-70

CURRENT 1\

EXPENDITURES,
FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS a SCHOOL LUNCHES TRANSPORTATION

LUNCH AND

TRANSPORTATION
STATE (IN THOUSANDS)- % RANK*, % RANK* % RANK*

Alabama $ 422,730 5.2 44 3.2 12 8.4 36
Alaska- 81,374 1.1 2 5.3 41 5.4 12
Arizona 281,941 2.9 30 2.2 5 541 10
Arkansas 235,083 8.3 50 4.8 34 13.1 50
California 3,831,595 1.3 4 2.0 3 3.3 1

Colorado 369,218- 2.4 20 3.0 10 5.4 12
Connecticut 588,710- 0.8 1 3.8 23 4.6- . 6

Delaware 108,747 2.8 28 4.4 29 7.2- 27,

Florida 961,273 3.2 31 2.1 4 5.3 11
Georgian 599071 5.1 43 4.1 28 9.2 4 -4

Hawaii 141,324- 5.3 45 1.8 1 7.1 25
Idaho 103,107 2.6 ;25 5.0 38 7.6 33
-Illinois 14964067- 1.6 8 2.7 7 4.3- 3

Indiana -809,105 2.5 22 4.6 31 7.1 25
Iowa 527-,086 2.2 15 4.5 30 6.7 19
Kansas 362,593- 2.8 28 4.0 26 6.8 20

Kentucky 351,265 4.4 38 5.3 41 ,9.7 45

LOUISIANA 563,211- 6.8 49 5.9 48 12.7 49

-Maine -155,207-- t.3.2 31 5.6- 46 8.8 40'

Maryland _721,794 2.0 11 4.0 26 6.0 16

Massachusetts 907-,341 2.5 22 3.5 19 6.0- 16

zMiChigan 1,799,945 1.4 6- 3.1 11 4.5 4

Minnesota 781,243 2.3 17 5.2 40 7.5 32
Mississippi 262,760 6.6 48 5.6 47 12.2 47

Missoitri, 642:,-030 2.7 26 4.7 33 7.4 30`

Montana 127,1-76- 2.4 20 5:3 41 7.7 34
Nebraska 231,612 1.8 10 3.2 12 5.0 9

Nevada- 87,27_3 1.2 3 3.3 15 4.5 4

New Hampshire 101,370- 2.3 17 4.9 36 7.2 27
New Jersey 1,343,564 1.3 4 3.4 16 4.7 7

New Mekico 183,736- 3.9 34 4.6 31 8.5 38
New York 4,_111,839 2.2 15 4.8 34 7.0 23
North Carolina 676,193- 5.3 45 3.2 12 8.5 38
North Dakota 97,895 "' 4.7 40 7.8 50 12.5 48
Ohio '1,639,865 2.0 11 2.7 7 4.7 7:

Oklahoma 339-,105 4.2 36 '3.7 21 7.9 35
Oregon 4034844 2.1 14 3.6 20 5.7 15
Penhsylvania 1,912,644 1.6 8 3.8 23 5.4 12
Rhode Island 145-,-443 2.7 26 3.4 16 6.1 18
South Carolina 367,689 6.1 47 2.8 9 8.9 42
South Dakota 109,375 4.0 35 5.0 38 9.0 43
Tennessee -473,226 5.0 42 3.8 23 8.8 40
Texas 1,518,181 2.3 17 1.9 2 4.2 2

(Continued)



Table 12, p.

PERCENT SCHOOL LUNCHES AND TRANSPORTATION COMPRISE OF

CURRENT EXPENDITURES FOR-PUBLIC SCHOOLS, BY STATE

1969-70

CURRENT'

EXPENDITURES
FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS a SCHOOL LUNCHES TRANSPORTATION

LUNCH AND

TRANSPORTATION

STATE (IN THOUSANDS) % RANK* % RANK* % RANK*

Utah $ 179,981 4.6 39 2.2 5 6.8 20,

Vermont 78,921 2.5 22 4.9 36 7.4 30

Virginia 704,677 3.6 33 3.4 16 7.0 23

Washington 699,984 4.7 40 3.7 21 8.4 36

West Virginia 249,404 4.3 37 6.1 49 10.4 46

Wisconsin 777,288- 2.0 11 5.3 41 7.3 29

Wyoming 69,584 1.5 7 5.4 .45 6.9 22

U. S. AVERAGE 2.6 3.6 6.2

* Ranked from lowest to highest percent.

a , laccitideS capital outlay and interest on school debt.

Source: National Center lor Educational Statistics, Statistics of State School

Systems,-1969 ,70, Elementary -and_Sedondary Education.

r
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Members of the Governor's Council of Economic Advisors have compiled information

for the Governor's Education Study Coimittee to help it assess possibilities for

financing future teachers' salaries and other education costs.

Future State Revenues

Drs. Thomas R. Beard and Loren Scott of LSU-Baton Rouge prepared revenue projection

for Louisiana state government to 1979-80; this data was presented to the Governor's

Education Study Committee on January 20, 1975. Two methods were used for the projec-

tions, but even the high estimate method presents a rather dismal outlook for the

state insofar as future growth from its present revenue sources.

Drs. Beard and Scott concluded:

Even the higher figures give little cause for optimism in that the
projected yearly rates of growth in total revenues are consistently
below the anticipated rate of price inflation. Thus, given the

existing tax structure, state govetnment will have a_diffictlt time

keeping up with the rate of inflation.

The-primary season for a slow rate of growth in future State revenues is_ that

the-state relies so heavily on income from its natural resources principally-oil-

and gas through its severance tax, royalties) bonuses and- rentale.- Oil andlaa

production has been declining and seems likely to continue to do so. Policy-changea

atthe'federal level could alter this picture,-such as lifting price controls- which

affect the amount of revenue the state can generate from its oil and gas severance

tax-as-well awrOYalties.

Dr. Beard also presented to the committee on February 10 information from his-
.

publication, Financirg_Grovernment in Louisiana, A Comparative Study (Novsmber 1974).

This publication showed the Quindry-Engels (SREB) estimation of Louisiana's utili-

zation-of state and local tax potential; Compared to average rates for all states,

Louisiana is over-utilizing the sales and various other excise taxes; the corporate

income tax; the motor fuel (gasoline) tax; and the severance tax. It does=have tax

potential from the individual income tax, vehicle license tax and prqper -ty tax.

HoweVer, the rates of the income-tax as well as deduction of federal taxes are

"frozen" into the constitution so that a constitutional amendment'would be required

to change such provisions. The same is true of the vehicle license tax, since the

$3 auto license tax is also stipulated in the constitution. The property tax is

primarily a local tax, although the state could reimpose its 5.75 mill levy. All

159
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exemptions from the property tax are enumerated in the constitution so that a consti-

tutional amendment would be required to alter these. Nevertheless, the property.

tax does appear to offer the greatest potential for additional revenues to finance

education in the future.

Future Enrollments and Numbers of Teachers

Louisiana, like other states, was faced with a, deluge of students into the

.
public schools following the postwar baby boom of World War II. In recent years,

however, there has been a decline in the birth rate (the number born per female of

child-bearing age) as well as in the actual number of live births. As a result,

enrollments in the elementary grades have already declined, and high school enrollments

will begin tapel.ing off soon.

Tr. Don Wilcox of Louisiana- Tech University and a-member of the Governor's

COuncil of Economic Advisors -has prepared for the Governor's Education Audy-CoMbittee-

estitates of future enrollments in Louisiana's public schools to 1980 -81 -as well as

the number of teachers required for such enrolIMents. (See Table 13.)

Dr. Wilcox's estimates take into consideration an increase in the number

enrolled in kindergarten since Louisiana has had an inadequate number of such

schools but is gradually increasing them. On the basis of estimated school-
/

age population, elementary enrollments are projected to continue to decline

until 1980,-81 when Dr. Wilcox estimates a slight upturn due to a larger number

of women in the child-bearing age group. (Since these children have not yet

been born, it is certain whether an increase in the number of births will occur.)

Dr. Wilcox estimates that secondary enrollments will decline; this seems certain

since there has already been a decline in enrollments at lower grade levels and

this drop will soon appear in high school enrollments. Dr. Wilcox's estimates

of public school enrollments, shown in Table 13, indicate that the number enrolled

will decrease from 818,455 actually in public school in 1973-74 to 756,806 by

1980-81 -- a drop of 61,649 students. Students enrolled in special education

classes are not included.
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TABLE 13.

PROJECTED MEMBERSHIP IN LOUISIANA PUBLIC SCHOOLS BASED ON MEMBERSHIP AT END

OF FIRST REPORTING PERIOD, 1973-1980

GRADE LEVEL MEMBERSHIP
1

SCHOOL AGE
POPULATION

1973-74

Kindergarten 33,178 65,166
Elementary 1-6 408,905 455,447
Secondary- 7 - 376,372 491,479

TOTAL 818,455* 1,012,092

1974-75

Kindergarten 4u,905 65,878
-Elementary 392,446 440,841
-SecOndary 381,995 490=014

TOTAL 815,340* 996,733

1975-76

Kindergarten / 42,534 65,437
Elemer(tary 381,928 4271212
Secondary / 376-582 489-L067

TOTAt- 801,1044 981,716

1976-77

Kindergarten 42,431 62,398*

Elementary 37g,254 414,154
Secondary 374,584 486,473

TOTAL 787,269 963,025

1977-78

Kindergarten 46,551 65,565

EleMentary 356,835 399,144
Secondary 372'428 483,673
TOTAL 775,814 9484382

1978-79

Kindergarten 50,327 68,010
Elementary 351,578 393,264
Secondary 361,841 469,923

TOTAL 763,74E 931,197

1979-80

Kindergarten 54,325 70,552
Elementary. 351,538 393,219
Secondary 352,404 457,668

TOTAL 758,267 921,439

i RATIO OF
MEMBERSHIPMEMBERSHIP, TO TEACHER 31

POPULATION REQUIREMENT

.50913 1,255

.89781 17,083

.7657946 19 809
38,147*.

.6209204 1,528

.8902075 17,048

.7795593 20- ,146
=1

38-,_722*

.65 1,587

.894 // 16, -534-

.77 / 1-9- -820-

.68 1,583
/894 16,-028

'.77 19,7 =155

37,326

_ _ I

1

.71 1;337

.894 15,1447

.77 19601
36;785-

.74

.894

.77

1,878-
15,220
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Table 13, p.2

PROJECTED MEMBERSHIP IN LOUISIANA PUBLIC SCHOOLS BASED ON MEMBERSHIP AT END

OF FIRST REPORTING PERIOD, 1973-1980

GRADE LEVEL MEMSERSHIP1
SCHOOL AGE

2

POPULATION

RATIO OF
MEMBERSHIP TO

POPULATION
TEACHER

3

REQUIREMENT

1980-81

Kindergarten 58,507 73,134 .80 2,183
Elementary 1-6 356,695 398,988 .894 15,441
Secondary 7-12 341,604 443,642 .77 17,979

TOTAL, 756,806 915,764 35,603

* Actual.

1
Data for 1973-74 and 1974-75 f,.om Circular No. 461, Louisiana State Department
of:Education, January- 8, 1975.

2
Age groups 5 years. of age, 6-11 -years of age, and 12-17 ye6rs of age corres,
pend=to Kindergarten, Elementary Scheol, and Secondary School, respectively-..

3Teacher Requirement is based on average ratios of 26.8, 23.1, sand 19.0 to 1
for Kindergarten, Elementary School, and Secondary School, reepectively
(furnished by Louisiana State Department of Education). Includes teachers
and principals allotted by state. Does not include teachers employed above
the number allotted, special education teachers, nor teachers paid from
federal funds.

Note: Grades seven and eight were considered secondary rather than elementary
since most schools with these grades have "departmentalized" classes
and hence the state allots teachers on the basis of the secondary rather
than the elementary formula ratio.

Source: Prepared by Dr. Don Wilcox, Research Division, College of Administra-
tion and Business, Louisiana Tech University, and me ar of Governor's

Council of Economic Advisors.
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Assuming that the state's ratio for alloting teachers remains unchanged, a

reduction in the number of students should bring a consequent reduction in the

number of teachers whose salaries are paid by the state. Dr. Wilcox's estimates

include principals since they are included in the state formula, but exclude

special education teachers since there is a different allotment ratio and the

state is encouraging the addition of such teachers. Also excluded are teachers

whose salary is paid entirely by local school systems as well as teachers whose

salary is paid from federal funds. The number of teachers to whom the state

pays-salaries is estimated to decrease from 38,147 in 1973-74 to 35,603 by 1980-81,

a reduction of 2,544. Fewer teachers should mean the state would have-more money

to pay those teachers who are employed. However, the addition of special education

teachers-may-mean no reduction in the total number of teachers employed in the

future.
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CHAPTER VI

A SURVEY OF THE PROFESSIONAL LITERATURE ON MERIT PAY

PROGRAMS, DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING, ACCOUNTABILITY,

AND RELATED TOPICS

I. Merit Pay Programs

Defined simply, merit pay programs are designed to pay individuals differently

who are performing similar tasks at different levels of quality (Bhaerman, 1973;67).

The merit pay concept has been resurrected a number of times among educational

professionals in the United States, having a long life even if sporadic and unstable.

A Brief Historx

Love (1970) indicated that the first merit pay plan in the United States was

administered in the Newton, Massachusetts school system in the early 1900's. Expanding

merit pay programs floundered near the time of World War I when the average saleries

of teachers in merit pay districts fell below those of other ditricts.. The 1920's

saw merit -pay reach its peak, with the depreasion of the 1930's bringing increased

inclination-toward the fixed-teacher-salary schedule. ReMmers (1963:367) reported-

that -whereas in 1938, 20-percent of the school systems of a population of Amp

-tormorli_gersons had merit programs, only seven percent of similar size systems in

1957-had such programs, with half of these inoperable.

The 1950's new a renewed interest -- merit pay, (Love, 1970), and the- years_

ranee) another decline, caused in great _part by teacher dissatisfaction (Kidwell,

19681104). Kidwell reported that approxiMately One-half of the programs in operation

in 1958 andwhich responded to his 1968 inquiry were still in operation one decade later.

In 1970 thefiiiereno merit programs in force in school districts of over 100,000

pupils -(Easeroad, 1971:627), and striking lack of success in state-wide programs, as

reported by Love (1970:25):

A study of previous attempts at apporting merit pay on a state-wide

level reveals much failure. Many state legislatures have at one time

or another- been interested in merit pay plans, and several have

appropriated large sums of money for studies in this area. Ten_states

in -the past twenty-five years or so have either carried out large scale

experiments or studies dealing with merit pay plans, or they are

contemplating doing so. Three states actimlly placed these plans into

effect and later abandoned them after they were judged to be impractical.

These states were Delaware, Olorida, and New York.
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In addition; Love-reported that the Alabama Legislature enacted a merit pay

_program in 1969, but repealed it in a subsequent session before it went into effect.

Merit programs found.in Texas (Oates, 1965) all existed in districts of 50,000 or

less average daily atten& 3, and were operated on very indefinite programa;

The Merit of Merit Pay-

The universally reported purpose for merit pay, plans is to improve instruction

by rewarding,the superior teacher. McKenna (1973 b:71) listed five advantages of

merit pay, including: improved. teacher- principal communicatior ard planning, competition

with other districts' salaries, increased teacher self-evalnatioL2 compensation for

a job well done, and compensation on criteria other than tenure and training.

McDowell (1973:15) listed the following ten reasons which summarize the arguments

for me-'.t pay:

1) Teachers differ in their ability and efficiency; their salaries should

be related to these differences.

2) Merit increments provide an incentive and a-reward for superior service.

1,) If we can rate for promotion and tenure, we can-rate for salaries.

4) Industry uses merit rating; education can do the same.

5)' The public is willing to pay high salaries to those who deserve them.

6) Only through merit rating can teachers. attain professional status.

7) Merit rating will improve instruction.

13) Merit rating will reward those who deserve, recognition.

9) Merit ..,ating will stimulate administrators to be more concerned with the

efficiency of their teachers.

10) Merit rating will be well worth the extra,cost, for it will ensure that

money is being Wisely spent.

Giv6n that these reasons for merit pay '.ay be true, Remmers (1963:366) sums the diffi-

culties with merit pay:

The notion that superior teacher effectiveness should be rewarded by

higher pay seems on its face to be eminently sensiblc. The rub is,

of.course, that no generally acceptable method of measuring merit is

available.

Further research bore out the truth of that atatement. 1/emmers (1963:366),

Bhaerman (1973:64) and haenna (1973:71) listed as the two main drawbacks to merit

152

VON. 1E1=44

5
0



pay plans the lack of objectivity in evaluation and fear of teacher competitiOn and

increased tensions rather than cooperation. To these Remmers adds fear of favoritism,

lowered morale of those "passed over," and the inability of teachers to make a self-

assessment of their effectiveness (general tendency of all to rate pelf as "average").

Elseroad (1971:627) questioned the demonstrated validity of the evalUation instruments.

For each statement listed earlier in favor of merit pay; McDowell (1973:15) voiced

an opposing view:

1) Differences in teaching efficiency cannot at the present be

measured with sufficient accuracy for determining salaries.

2) Merit rating destroys co-operative staff teamwork.

3) Our rat....14 methods are too crude to distinguish among fine gradations

of teaching efficiency.

4) Industry and education are not analogous; teaching is an art.

5) The public will reject a plan in which only a fraction of its

children are taught by superior teachers.

6) We should seek to improve all teachers, noj. taerely to reward those

who appear to excel.

7) Merit rating may improve the efficiency of some teachers, bUt will

have an adverse effect on many others.

6) Merit rating will ore bitterness and disillusionment.

9) Merit rating will hinder effective supervision.

10) The additional cost of merit rating can be ,,Jed more profitably

in improving the 'efficiency of the entire staff.

Identifying Meritorious Service

There are generally/ponsidered to be two types of criteria by which effective

teaching may be identified for merit pay purposes. Bhaerman (1973) listed these as

the old style, which he identified as "input" measures, and the new style, which he

identified as "output" measures. Input measures use rating scales to assess teaching

qualiity as viewed by other professional staff members. Output measures are determined

by objective measures of pupil growth and achievement, and will be dealt with later
4'-

under the topic of "accountability."

' The most common pleasure of subjective "input" factors :s the rating scale.

Several problems evolve with its use, hOwever. McDowell (1973:15-16) reported an

experiment in which 65 principals rated the teaching skill of a new teacher teaching

a unit for 15 minutes, Evaluation of the teacher's skill ranged froi "Exceptional:

demonstrates a high level of professional skill," to "Doubtful: has not
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demonstrated suitability for teaching." Clarke (1973) found that ratings told as

much about the rate'.' as they did:about the person being rated, end Furst (1971)

emphasized the fact that, if a rating scale is used administratively, as in determining

merit pay recipients, its value as an instrument for the improvement of,instruction

is lost, as teachers may try to "outfox" the device. The difficulties mentioned

here are underscored by the finding of Tait (1971:111) that even teachers who felt

teacher competency could not be measured could themselves identify "good" and "poor"

teachers whom they knew.

Kidwell (1968:98) reported that mo& districts having merit Pay plans used a

combination of rating devices, and McCarter (1974:34-stressed that removal of

subjectivity from the evaluation proceed was neither possible nor desirable, Use

of a variety of subjective measures should assure reasonable objectivity e reported.

Additional problems in evaluatiAg teacher effectiveness will be dealt with in

a later-sectionv

Existing Merit Programs

Ip spite of the, difficulties mentioned above in establishing merit programs,

several such programs haTe been established and gienswide Publicity. The merit

`Progrants in Hartford, Connecticut (Chaplin, 1969), Leduc, Missouri (McKenna,

1973 b), and Glencoe:Illinois (Ripe, 1971).are examples of such programs.
I

The Ladue, Missouri merit program has two aims: the improvement of performance

and the relation of performance to salary. The,e4aluative criteria are broad,

general guidelines (developed by the staff members themselves), and great responsi-

bility rests with the principal.. Peer and supervisory evaluation has been frowned

upon. McKenna (1973) reported a salary schedule (uidated beyond information in his

article of 1973) as outlinedbelow:
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'SchedRle of Incentive Salaries
Laaue, Missouri: District

Schedule Minimum

1 Mum - $8,600 $ 4-500
Advancement Increment 700

2 0-700 up to
0-300 up to'

Advancement Increment 1,000

3 0-1 '000,up to

0- .I up to

Increments

137

'Maximum

. p10,500

. 4,400
'15,500

16,50a
20,500

(
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The evaluative tteria contained several pages of statements concerning the

following chartwteristics: 1) personal qualities of the superiOr teacher, 2) pro-

fessional training and growth leading to superior teaching, and 3) evidences of

superior teaching. McKenna (1975:letter) indicated that each "... successful

program of this nature (merit plan) must be tailor-made to fit an individual district."

The -Glencoe, Illinois career-teacher plan offered: 1) accelerated salary

advancement, 2) salary placement beyond the stated maximum, and 3)career and non-
e

career differentials for teachers with ten years or more in the profession (Rice, 1971).

Two factors which ,contributed to the success of the Glencoe Program were an unusually

,healthy relationship between the teachers, administrators, board, and community,

and a central decision-making role given the teachers. In the spring of 1970, the

Glencoe faculty voted seven to one to strengthen the means of recognizing outstanding

teacher performance (Rice, 1971:10). Howdver, correspondence-received:bi the

Governor' =s Education Study Committee research staff in early 1975 indicated that

the merit plan had been- largely abandoned:

I regretfully report that collectivel5argaininghas elimirnted

virtually_all of the merit-provisions of the Glencoe Career-

Teacher Plan. I sincerely doubt that the w remaining provisions

,are worthy of your review. (Young, 19151.

'Prer Uisite Conditions for SucceSsful Merit Pa Pro ems

/
cDowell (1973)- listed the folleWing conditions whichAshould be mei in order

to-
/
asdure-a-successful7merit-pay-program:

7
/

ELMELPELL(LS2ndiii2.1n2:

1) The primary purpose must be to improve instruction, not merely

to penalize unsatisfactory teaching or to require uniformity in

teaching -Methods.

2) There must be acceptance of the plan by the, teachers, the admin-

istratorsl'and the school board members.

3) All policy-making and administrative actions must be in harmony

with the merit principle (attract and retain hest teachers; reward

only the most efficient teachers).

4). There must be mutual respect between the teachers and the adminis-

trators of the ylan.'

5) Teachers should participate in developing the plan, andithere
should be almost universal agreement on the criteria for measuring

teacher performance.

6) Ample research and planning must precede the implementation of

the plan (must be adapted to suit local conditions of the district).
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7) The district should plan to make merit increments available to

all teachers who meet tha prescribed standards (no quotas).

8) The policy should be evaluated periodically: it must be dynamic
and experimental; never inflexible 'or static:

Evaluation of Teachers:

%

9) Theie must be developed and vaIidatea-a set of evaluative
standards that can be applied with objectivity-and reliability to
individual teaching situations. Probably some-form of rating sheet

should be used. However,.appraisal systems that have.the appearance
of objectivity through the superficial -use of numerical scales, -or
whose reliability has-not been-demonstrated, are-misleading as, to
their value and will ultimatelt do-irreparable harm to the merit

rating plan.

10) Continuous evaluation by teams of evaluators-appears to be more
useful than irregular evaluation by an irregular 7,ater-.

11)_ There-must be:ample-time_ for the-appraisal of teacher performance,

an adequate number:of properly trained,supertisory=and==adminittratite
Personnel to-carry- out the evaluationp_andieUfficient asaurancethat
-the evaluation results will -be thoroughly discussed-with- -the teacher.

12) Evaluation for salary determination should-he-distinctly sepaiTte-
from etaluation for the-improVement of instruction.

13)- The administrative staff that evaluates teachers-should-itself le_
-evaluated-On the basis of established criteria-and measuring indtrtimente!.

14)- There should be provikon for appeal by the teacher against the

-evaluation results.

.,,-.17inancing the Plan:.

15) The -basic scale of salaries ME, adequately reflect the importanCe

of teaching.

16) The merit increments-must be large enough to provide an incentive,

and to justify a careful, systeMatic evalbation process.

17) Sufficient money must be made available to finance the plan-adequately.

-Sufficient attention on the merit pay issue should be given to the Fact that

there exists no state-wide plans (Love, 1970), and that existing-plans are-usually

in small, wealthy, suburban diztricts close to colleges (Bhaerman, 1973). ThoUgh

it is not reported in the literati.: , perhaps such districts share values common

enough to permit a cohesive philosol,..i and mutual understanding. Another factor

to consider is that successful merit systems usually have large incentive increments
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($1,000 ormore) above-an already adequate base (Kidwell, 1968). Merit programs

should entail a great deal of planning, which should include teachers at all stages

of'planning and decision making (Carpenter, 1959:68). Merit programs are likely

to be costly: McDowell (1973:17) retorted that the introduction of a merit plan

may cost an additional 18 percent of the payroll. And finally, the use of merit

pay plans-by themselvea has not been found to be the most effective means of attracting

and holding teachers as they have been assumed to be (Carpenter, 1959:69).

Central to the problem of merit pay is reliable identification of teacher

effectivehess, a discussion of of which follows.

Conclusion

As a result of a review of the literature, the research staff ,concluded -that it-
. 0

-1161/1d-iba-difficult to-operate a succesful-merit pay plan-on-=a-statewide basiaat_

thia time.

=Recommendations

The-follow-Ing_recommendations -are made:

1):That there-be no mandated- statewide- merit pay plan for professional

4:due-Ettore in-Louisiana at the presenttims.

2)=Ihat.individual_parish-or city systems -be-encouraged-to-operate merit-Pay

plans -if they should so choose.

3-Y That systems employing a merit pay plan-be-encouraged to -meet the folloWing

Criteria:

;
(a) involve teachers at all stages -of the programplannlve;

-(1) study thoroughly existing suacessfUI-merit plans;
lc) _judge merit by as defensible-and-objective criteria as

possible;
(d provide for evaluative input from-as-many sources as possible;

proVide for retiel4 of the evaluation;
(f)_ provide_ for continual revision-of the program;
-1g).prOvide an adequate salatY base for all teachers;
(h) provide increments large enough to serve as an incentive.



=v7-
Ifd...lbe Evaluation of .Teacher Effectiveness e'

The accurate evaluation of teacher effectiveness is widely recognized-as a complex

problem which defies precise measurement (Clarke, 1973; Flanders, 1969; Furst, 1971;

McKenna, 1973a; Popham, 1971a; Remmers, 1963). Furst (1971) indicated that choosing

the criteria by which the teacher will be evaluated -is central to problei6 of

research. Mitzel (1960) suggested that the criteria used-in the evaluation of

teacher effectiveness could be divided into three general types: product, process,

and presage. Product criteria are those outdemes of the teaching process such as

student achievement, and will be dealt with in 'lie following section on "accountability.

The p
N

rocess criteria deal with teacher behavior, student behavior, and-interaction

behavior. The presage criteria are those which are related to items such as proba-

tionary-tenure status, degree, years of teaching experience, participation in

professional organizations, etc.

Some research attention has been directed- towardthe prediction-of teadher-

-effectiveness-among student teachers-on a variety of-types of criteria. Flanders-.

-(1969:1434) repotted- a study in which researchers found the-most consistent-predietors

mere academic average-and student teaching-reports. Another-stUdy-summerized by

-Flanders reported -that the folic:iv/bag criteria diterimirAted _well between- po-orard

excellent- student teachers: 1) adaptability toa variety of teaching situations;-

2)makills in planning, 3) resourcefulness in teaching, and ,4) effective teacher-

pupil -relationships. A final study summarized by- Flanders indicated-that the-best

predictor of teacher effectiveness was a -scale-measUring democratic attitudes.

-Flanders (1969:1431) concluded that present studies indicate that "errora in-

selecting prospective teachers by a,predictor test would be too high, except in/the

most extreme and obvious cases."

Measurement of Teacher Effectiveness bv_Presage Criteria

Flanders (1969) reported studies which-showed that teachers with one to three

years of teaching experience made significant gains in solving simulated problem

tasks'in_teaching reading and arithmetic. After three years, such progressseemed-

tolevel off_Iftand Smith (1971:0...indicated that after 15 to 20 years experience,

progress in these skills actuRily seemed to decline. Though it is not repor.tk in

the literature, such decline in skills could be due to attrition of more effective

teachers to administrative posts or other positions. Flanders (1969:1433) reported

farther that "...training and years of experience appear to have no significant

advantage or disadvantage...for measuring teacher competence...except that of greater:

A`r.).4.
J., 4,,
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objectivity.", smith (1971:6) reported a study which indicated that the effect of

degree attained was not so important as the recency of involvement in educational

training and concluded that efforts to have teachers continue their training seem

justified. While presage criteria have greater objectivity than other types of

teacher evaluation and enjoy wide usage, it is Interesting to note that Jenkins

(1974 reported that teachers themselves considered presage criteria generally less

important than the other types, and specifically considered years of teaching experience

least important of all. Jenkins found that teachers considered relationship with the

class (rapport) the most important criterion of teacher effectiveness.

Measurement of Teacher Effectiveness by Process Criteria

Perhaps the most widely used criteria for measuring teacher effectiveness both

in practice and in research are process criteria. Process criteria deal with teacher

activities in the classroom. Soar (1973:209) argued tha process criteria are the

fairest ones by which to evaluate teachers, for just as doctors are not held

responsible for effecting the cure of their patients but for prescribing a treatment

which is known to be effective, so teachers should be held ac.- ..fue.:).1.03 for what

they do (which is under their control), rather than for the outcome of what they do,

which is not under their control (or not nearly so much so).

Flanders (1969:1424) reported that N.L. Gage, a recognized authority in the

evaluation of teacher effectiveness, selected five global (process) characteristics

of effective teachers: 1 -) warmth, 2) cognitive organization, 3) orderliness, 4)

indirectness, and 5) problem-solving ability. Coleman (1973) listed four cbaraCteris-
t

tics of effective teachers: 1) warmth, 2) indirectness, 3) cognitive development,

and 4) enthusiasm. However, in another study reported by Flanders (1969), the author

found that "..,unsuccessful teachers appeared te lack sensitivity to and understanding

lf children's thinking and attitudes and to exhibit low capacity for effective

structuring of instructional stations, whereas no corresponding similarities between

the most efficient teachers were discernible." (emphasis added)

. No single process criterion appears to be recognizable as uniquely indicative

of teacher effectiveness.

The most commonly used method of evaluating process criteria is the rating scale.

In an-analysis of rating forms from 38 states, Ovard (1975:89-90) grouped character-

istics rated under the three general headings: 1) professional relations and

attitudes, 2) teaching techniques, and 3) personal characteristics of the teacher.
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Ovard reported that another researcher 'devised the following 10 categories from

209 rating scales: 1) instruction; 2) classroom management; 3) professional attitude;

4) choice of subject matter; 5) cooperation; 6) personal habits; 7) health; 8)

discipline; 9) appearance of the,room; 10) personal appearance. Thus, there appears

to be no uniformity, in the items fisted on rating scales used to evaluate teacher

effectilieneqs. Incidentally, Scriven (1974) suggested that in the absence of

weights-obtained by a regressive analysis for each factor in the rating scale, that

each factor be of equal weight, rather than having weights arbitrarily assigned.

Ratings of teacher effectiveness are usually obtained from one or a combination

of the following sources: 1) self, 2) peers,3) students, and 4) supervisor or

administrator (Flanders, 1969). Self-ratings and peer ratings proved to be of

little worth in the literature. Self-ratings, in particular, reflect a consistent

blab to over - rating, and would obviously be incapable of use where salary benefits

were determined by self-evaluation of effectiveness.

Student evaluation of instruction is one direct attempt of letting the consumer

evaluate the product. Flanders (1969) indicated that Gage found teachers were

influenced in the direction of pupils' ideal teacher when given feedback of = student

ratings. In a factor analytic study, Remmers (1963) 'classified the following five

factors of students' ratings of instruction: 1) affective merit -; 2) Cognitive merit

in motivating learning; 3) cognitive merit in promoting comprehension (negative items);

4) cognitive merit in promoting comprehension (positive items); and 5) disciplinary

ability. Sullivan (1974) found a modest but significant relationship between student

evaluation of instruction and student achievement. Bryson (1974) reported similar

findings. The teacher characteristics which students listed as most important to

effective teaching were knowledge of subject matter and a sense of humor; those felt

to be least important were age and sex (Buser, 1974). Buser found that the teacher

behaviors students felt were the most important to effective teaching were listening

to students and ..nderstanding students; those rated least important were attendance

at extra-class activities and participation in extra-class activities.

Use of rating,scales by administrators and supervisors (and others as well) to

evaluate teacher effectiveness is not without criticism. Popham (1971) insisted

that rating teachers by the process they employ is not reliable because different

teachers may employ different techniques and be equally effective,. due to differencea

in their personalities. The subjectivity of the ratings is another frequently listed
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problem (Popham, 1971; Kult, 1973). Kult also added that in specialized subject

areas one person cannot be a qualified observer in all areas. Research does point

to the fact that the teachers should be rated by the principal (Love, 1970); there

is also some evidence that a combination of raters is preferred (Scriven, 1974).

Teachers seei,most willing to accept evaluation ratings when they are for purposes

of instructional improvement and not administrative uses in merit pay plans or "witch

hunts" (Bhaerman, 1973; Rose, 1964; Zelenak, 1974a, 1974b).

\
The analysis of classroom interactions between the teacher and students is an

evaluation development appearing relatively recently on the educational scene. In

interaction analysis, the researcher (or evaluator) observing the classroom indicates

how many times a specific behavior occurs,, such as the teacher smiling and showing

verbal acceptance of a student's response, tc. Flanders (1969) called for more

7i.specific methods of quantifying interaction arch variables more systematically.

Sear(1973)- indicated-that interaction ennlyai\s may lead to the quantification bf-

\_
teacher_behaviers -which encouraga_pupil growth in\'heligher-cognitive-skills. Smith

-(1970)=found that interaction analysis was very-promising and indicated hopefulness

that_majorbreakthroughain identifying teacher behaviors which are crucial to-pupil
i

achievement may be forthcoming.

Some researchers consider student achievement, the third type of criterion

this discussion, the ultimate criterion of teacher effectiveness,. The accountability

movement, a discussion of which. follows,- has as its base this philosophy.

Conclubion

As a result of the preview of the literature, the research staff concluded that

than exists no single criterion by which either teacher effectiveness br prospective

teacher effectiveness can be judged.

Recommendations

The followingrecommendations are made:

1) That continued interest and research in the evaluation of teacher
effectiveness be encouraged;

2) That the committee consider working with teachers, university
personnel and/or educational consultants to devise ob- jective criteria

by which minimally acceptable performance will be judged.
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III. Accountability: The Evaluation of Teacher Effectiveness

By Studellieveigit

Accountability generally deals with the teacher's producing evidence of the

effectiveness of his instructions and accepting responsibility for Such results

(Popham, 1972c). Leon Lessinger, generally accepted as the father Of the accounta-

bility movement, noted that accountability is simply "...the ability to deliver on

promises!' (Huber, 1974). Schwartz (1970) stated that "In its broadest sense,

accountability in education means that schools, administrators, and teachers would

be responsiblefor the improvement, or lack of it, in the performahoe of their

students."

'--

The accountability movement had as its base the measurement of instruction as

stated behavioral objectives (Ovard, 1975), a practice which has steadily gained

ground n educational circles since the appearance of Bloom's le.2nomy of Educational

adeatives: Cognitive Domain in 1957. Since most standardized achievement tests

available were considered poor measures of teacher effectivenesti by pupil achievement

(Tyler, 1970), the accountability movement has called for the r pid development and

wide circulation of criterion-referenced tests, instruments desiigned specifically to

measure the degree to which a student has achieved the specifiC course objectives of
!

his instruction. The difference between regular standardized achievement tests

(often called norm-referenced tests in the literatUre) and cri
it

erion referenced tests

is often given as the fact that norm-referenced tests are des gned to discrimiwate

1between the achievement of learners (Tyler, 1970). This can e misleading. Criterion-
!

referenced tests also discriminate between learners, but the AiscriminFition is between

those who aan and cannot meet the criterion performance. Ini,its earliest stages of
c

I

development, the "measurement by objectives" movement stressed teacher made criterion

referenced tests to measure studentsiperformance on specific, instructional objectives.

1

!

Performance contracting (letting of educational contracts to private industries

which guaranteed specified student results) was generally considered an intermediate

step toward accountability (Page, 1972). The first performance contract receiving

wide publicity was in October, 1969, in the Texarkana, Arkansas school district

(Schwartz, 1970). While it first appeared to be overwhelmingly successful, later

information indicated that a number of factors - especially teaching the test - tended

to negate the effectiveness of the endeavor (Page, 1972). Page reported that in a

subsequent massive Office of Education grant on performance c.:71tracting conducted in

several states, that adequate research controls were imposed to prevent such factors

162 175



as teaching the test and to reduce such factors as upward statistical regression, so

that the resulting growth in pupil achievement could be attributable to "actual,

general, transferrable skills in reading and arithmetic." The results indicated that

such growth did not occur, and that "our Skills in training do not seem the immediate

solution to our problems in education" (Page, 1972:117). The accountability movement

takes up with the classroom teacher where performance contracting left off with private

enterprise: responsibility for educational outcomes.

General Objections to the Accountability Movement

The accountability movement is a popular one. A number of states have mandated

accountability programs, and others can expect to have accountability programs thrust

upon them unless they find evaluative criteria which will stand the test of public
\.

Scrutiny (Ovard, 1975). Many administrators favor some kind of educational accounta-

bility program (Hickman, 1970c). However, the movement is not without its opponents.

POpham_-_(1972C) described an impending "showdown "-between -the "accountability-gang"

and= the opponents - generally comprised- -of teachers. McCarter -(1974) listed the

followlng-four pitfalls in using student achievement to evaluate teacher-effectiveness:-

1)- difficulty in-selecting- appropriate objectives;

2)=Aifficulty in of-performance;

3y feasibility of testing for certain- objectives;
-40-lends itself to abuse, such as "teaching the test" etc.

CTnstein (1974) listed the following dangers:

ly -most acquisition of learning ability-occurs during pre - school years;

2) -Change factor grows more difficult as time progresses (i.e., greater

difficulty encountered in overcoming a learning deficit in the ninth grade

than in the sixth grade);

3) -chance variations in guessing on pre- and post-test items due to small

number of items On tests;

4) regression effects;

5) teaching for the test.

The objection most generally raised against evaluating teacher effectiveness is

that it holds the teacher responsible for behaviors which are not entirely under his

Control lAdams, 1975; Shami, 1974). Dennis (1974) and Soar (1973) pointed out that the

student himself plays a role in the educational process which lies well outside the

realm of teacher responsibility. Research has shown that students themselves rank

teacher influence on their_basic values and behaviors a weak fourth place position-
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behind peers and various family members (Harrison, 1973). Soar (1973) and Ornstein (1974)-

further indicated that expectations of parents as to intelligence and achievement

are extremely important factors.

Another difficulty found in measuring teacher effectiveness by student achievement

was the identification of essential higher-order objectives (Shams, 1974). Tyler (1970)
i

indicated that great difficulty existed in establishing such goals, particularly in

sciences and social sciences. Furst (1971) and McKeachie (1971) found that different

kinds of teacher behavior encouraged different levels of student growth. Thus, when

one asks, " '...which teacher is most effective?' we need to add further, 'For which

objectives?' and, 'For which students?' " (McKeachie, 1971).

Other difficulties have been reported in the literature also. Flanders (19051-

reported a study.which oast doubt on the wisdom of judging teacher effectiveness by

student :achievement due to documented cases of variability in progress of- classes-

under the same teacher. Scriven (1974 indicated that determiningieffectiviness by

achievement of goals lacks exactness because the goals may be trivial or indefensible.

McKenna-(1973a)iwarned that working conditions (of the teacher), parents' expectetphs,_

students' readiness to learn, and expected learning outcomes should all be given-Proper

consideration in determining teacher effectiveness by pupil_growth.

Statistical Considerations

Measurement of teacher effectiveness by pupil achievement is by its very nature

statistically oriented. Smith (1971) states that in order to do so accurately, three

criteria must be get:

1) desired changes in the lives of students must be explicitly stated;
2) these changes must be measurable;
3)- through experimental design we must be able to attribute the measured
changes to the actions of the teacher.

The first of these criteria deals simply with the proper statement of instructional

objectives. The second deals with statistical measurement of the degree of student

attainment of the objectives. The third deals with determining who is accountable

or responsible for the attainment or lack of attainment. In a very definitive article,

Soar (1973) listed the following difficulties of a statistical nature that hinder the

accountability movement from delivering what it promises:
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1). Statistical regression (the tendency of students who scored low

on a test to score higher on the next administration, and of students

who scored high on a test to score lower on the next administratiofi)';

2) Group reference (the group to which post-test scores are adjusted by

analysis of covariance: sub-group or total group);

3) Non-linearity of achievement (the tendency of middle groups to make
greater gains than either the upper or lower groups of students); ,/

4) Sophistication of measuring instruments (the ability of the instrument
to truly measure what it purports to measure);

5) Teacher concentration
.

on teachingqow -standing students (in order to

take maximum
sk
advantage of gain score improvement);

t .

6) Teacher' concentration on teaching the test material;

7) Teacher concentration on teaching principally the students who were
evaluated in the fall and will be evaluated again in the spring (when a

sampling of-students is used for evaluation);

8) Level.of cognitive skill emphasiZed (teachers may begin emphasizing
the lower levels of cognitive skillo in their teaching, since these
levels are more easily measured and will be emphasited in evaluation.
&tat a reaction would obvious1y be self defeating to the broader aims of

yublix education.).

The Kalamazoo, Michigan Accountability Program

The Kalamazoo Public Schools district is currently in its third year of operating

an accountability program for the superin(fident: The program his been expand'd and

now includes performance goals for administrators. Plans are to develop the evolving

teacherevJuation scheme into a form which will permit salary adjustment's to "reward

excellence and discouragl mediocrity" (Personnel, 1974:23). Input factors to be included

in the model are: 1) student ratings, 2) principal ratings, 3) peer ratings, 4) sell'

ratings, antor5) student achievement. The weight factor to be assigned each of these

inputs has not been determined at the present. In the Kalamazoo plan each person is

evaluated by his superiors, his peers, and those directly in his charge. The evalua-

tion- is performed in terms of stated objectives consistent with the individual's

position (principal, teacher, etc.).

Porter (1972) identified six basic steps in the Kalamazoo Accountability Nodel:

1) The identification of common goals;
2) The development of performance objectives;
3) The assessment of needs;
4) The analysis of delivery systems;
5) The evaluation of programs;
6)- Recommendations for improvement.-
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Kearney (1974) indicated that basic tp the entire model was the identification of

a common core of objectives that transcend local district boundaries. He stated

that the department's position was that such a core of objectives does in fact exist,

that they are identifiable through a rational process, and that the effort is wrth-

while.

Some controversy exists in connection with t,1 accountability plan in Kalamazoo.

'Betchkal (19744) reported, that a number of adm....2-2ators in the system have resigned

and are employed as adMinistrators elsewhere. he Kalamazoo Association e_ school

Administrators, which superintendent Coats, had described as "alarmingly unionistic"

is now dead, with no officers. One administrator leaving the system said that tL

board was "...recognized to be in opposition to its teachers." Another indicated

that mutual trust andgood\will between administrators and the central staff was

,strained, and requested that a reporter not mention his name because he feared for

his job.

Accountability Programs in Lduisiana

Two innovettite "accountability programs" existing in Louisiana have come to the

attention of the Governor's Education Study Committee in sufficient detail to permit

inclusion in this rev

St, Bernard Parish Accountability ?rogram
1

The St. Bernard Parish School Board operates an accountability program based on

continuous student progress and instruction by specific instructional objectives,

coupled with me,;surement by both norm-referencediand criteric.. :.eferenced tests.

Norm-referenced data are used for student placement purposes, and the criterion-
'

referenced data determine the degree to which the students have,achieved the stated

instructional objectives. The teachers have been deeply involved in formulating

the course objectives, and the entire operation. 1s constantly being revised. One

very desirable feature of the program is the computer test item analysis, indicating

for each student items tT'at were missed during;evaluation and the objective to which

e_ h item related. Thus, one can determine anTindividual's achievement on each

objectivP, el the achievement of an individual, class, or school on a particular

objective, etc. However, no attempt has been made at the present to determine the

,levels cognitive skills to which the various objectiyes are related.

The St. Bernard accountability program has, several desirable featues. Among

them are increased community and school lommunication and suppwt, the iravolyment
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of teachers in all phases of the work, an5i an enthusiastic staff. However, in

contrast to other definitions and models of ac ountability, no plans were indi^ated

for the ways in which teadirs (anC, others) were"t e held responsible for their

effectiveness,or lack of effectiveness.

Acadiana Shared Accounta ilitv Consortium

Six parishes in Sguthwest Louisiana (Acadia, Lafayette, Iberia, St. Landry,

St. Martin, and Vermilion) with Title V, Part C funds and in cooperation with

State Department of Education personnel have initiated a pilot project in shared

accountability. Begun in the fall of 1974, the program involved a single subject in

a single grade in a single school in each of the six parishes. The grade levels and

subjects differed in the parishes, but several classrooms in each participating school;

Jere involved in the project. The program has been patterned somewhat after the

St. Bernard accountability project, which is in considerably more advanced stages.

Like the St. Bernard program, the Acadiana Consortium has.been developed as a

"grass roots" project deeply involving the teachers and local staff from its inception.

This is definitely seen to be one of its strengths. Also like the St. Bernard project,

the Acadiana program is basically a "measurement by objectives" affair, and the

extent of accountability is in increased understanding of, committment to, and

knowledge-of one's educational responsibilities. No wider spread application of pupil

achievement is immediately seen as an inflexible reflection of teacher effectiveness.

These attributes are seen as positive aspects of the program.

Certain spin-off effects of the program have been seen. Among these are an

increased communication between the community and school personnel, resulting in

greater m.,,bual support and agreement on common goals. Another spin-off effect which

is higay desirable merits in the end a word of caution. Teacher enthusiasm has

played a vital role in the successof the program. Schools, principals, and indivi-

dual teachers were chosen to participate in the program on the basis of their ability,

past performance, and willingness to "go the extra mile." These effective teachers

were-given an "experimental" project on which their personal input was given a great

deal of attention from their local principal and parish superintendent to high-ranking
r>

officials from the State Department. The chance of creating a "Hawthorne effect" with

this extra and special attention, enthusiasm, and effort is very great. A grave mistake

could bemade in, refusing to recognize these factors.

e
In a letter stied March 14, 1975 to Superintendent of Education LOuis J. Michot.

from the Shared Accountability Consortium, the following recommendations were made:
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* .A

I) That the Governor and the Legislators should continue the moratorium.

on legislation for educational accountability, thereSore /allowing e4uca-,

tional-agencies with assistance from the State Department:of Education

and the aid of Federal funding through Title V, Part C to proceed cautiously

and thoroughly. h
ti

2) That the current pilot project in Acadia, Lafayette, Iberia, St. Landry,

St. Martin and Vermilion be expandedbo the extent each iartidipating

parish requests.
r

3) "..uat the developed model of shared accountabi",ty be subiitted to you

1SupeAntendent Michot) and your State Advisor5 ancil for approval-1
ry

4) That the approved model be disseminated*statew&de..

5) That immediate statewide inservice workshops be conducted by teams of

the project consortium and the State Department of Education.

6) That the State Board of Education consider increaqing the existing 180

day school year to a 190 day school year for professlonal personnel. The

180 day instructional requirement shall remain intact. The additional .10

. days are to be utilized for inservice in the following areas: (1) shares

accountability, (2) managerial skills, (3) curriculm revision? and

(4) implementation of any locally decreed educational improvement.

7) That the State Department of Education cont ulits support of Shared

Accountability through training and staffing additional personnel to assist

in the statewide implementation in the 1975-76 school year.
e-

Conclusions

As a result of the review of the literature, the research staff concluded that

the "accountability" programs existing in Louisiana had many desirabl, features but

were less "threatening" than other accountability models with a more far-reaching

concept, and that additional steps in the direttion of educational accountability in

Louisiana should be taken only with caution.

Recommendations ,

The following recommendation° are mie: ,

1) That there be no mandated statewide educatiOnal accountability model in

Louisiana at the present time;

2) That measurement of educational attaindent by specific instructional

objectives be encouraged;

3) That teachers be deeply involved at all levels of developing local -

"measurement by objectives" accountability programs;

4) That teacher emphasis of the "higher cognitive skills" be encouraged;

5) That experimentation and innovation be encouraged by the state.
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IV. Differentiated Staffing

Differentiated staffing is a plan whereby thedlducational staff - including

classroom teachers - are assigned at various levels of responsibilities and pay.

,;,,me see differentiated staffing asa means of instituting merit pay plans; however,

the two differ in that merit pay plans pay individuals for performing the same task

at different.levels,of efficiency, and differentiated staffing plans pay individuals

for the performance of different tasks with accompanying differences in responsibility

(Bhaerman, 1973; Hi_kman, 1970; Richard, 1971). Hickman described a differentiated

staff:

A-fully differentiated staff includes classroom teachers at
various responsibility levels and pay-- assigned on the basis
of training, competence, educational goals, and difficulty of
task - subject specialists,, special service personnel, adminis-
trative and/or curriculum _development personnel (who may also
teach a percentage of thd time), and a greater number of sub-
professionals and non-professionals, such as teaching interns

and teacher aides. (Hickman, 1970)

Clear identification of the roles and' responsibilities of each member of a differen-

tiated staff is_an essential step, and should be in the hands of the certificated

staff, according to an NEA Resolution (Richard, 1971). The atmosphere in which a

differentiated staff is developed is also critical: an authoritarian atmosphere

must give way to a democratic decision-making process (Keefe, 1971). Caldwell (1971b)

saw the role of the principal as the implementor of the group decision.

Existing Models

Richard (1971) indicated that differentiated staffing is more talked about

than practiced, noting that in 1970-71 there were only about 100 plans in existence

in the entire United States, Two models of differentiated staffs have served as

patterns for others developed in the 1960s. These two are the Allen model and'the
be

Trump model (Keefe, 1971), of which the Temple City, California and the Florida plan

are respective examples.. Figure 1 diagrams the two models. The Allen - Temple City

plan'is often hailed ab 9 subtle merit pay plansemphasizing a hierarchy of reaper -`

sibilities and pay. "Th Trump Plan attempts to avoid the merit pay p:'.tfall by

'emphasizing a peer relationship among teachers who exercise a differentiated respon-

sibility.`' (Keefe, 1971:115).
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Figure 1.
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Temple City Plan. Most differentiated staffing plans are more nearly related

to the Allen plan than to the Trump plan. Keefe (1971) described the Allen-Temple

city plan thusly:

Professional teachers are organized on four levels: associate
teachers, who are interns or "novice," and are given a formal
schedule. but few responsibilities; staff teachers, who have a

regular teaching load and are aided by paraprofessionals; senior
teachers, defined as "learning engineers," who are experts in
particular subjects or skill areas, and the master teacher, who
is the resident scholar and research expert. Teachers higher in

this hierarchy have fewer teaching responsibilities and,more
professional advisory, functions. Staff teachers are assisted
by three levels of paraprofessional4: academic assistants, who
serve as instructional aides; educational technicians, who bring
multi-media skills and-talents to the teaching team; and clerks,
who function in the (normal clerical assistance fashion).

In the Allen plan, Associate teachers may be student teachers, interns, or probationary

teachers, and have less responsible assignments than staff teachers. Staff teachers

teach 100 percent of the time, Senior teachers 75 percent, and Master teachers perhaps

as much as 40 percent. Variations of the Trump and Allen plans exist, and differ

widely. as each is adapted to'meet the individual needs of the district.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Differentiated Staffing Plans

Hickman (1970a)_ indicated that differentiated Staffing theorists assume three

critical benefits:

-1) Teachers will havean opportunity to pull themselves up a
career ladder;

2) Good teachers can remain in the classroom instead of being 'kicked
upstairs' into administration when a promotion is in order;

3) All students will benefit from the new organization because
there will be more individualization of instruction.

To'thesd, Richard (1971) added the following:

4) Permits increased individualization of teachers' tasks in
an era when the teacher is expected to be an expert in all areas;

5) Increased opportunity to combir3 theory into practice in the
teacher education program (through student teachers as aides,
program developers at school, clinical diagnostic. research directors,
etc .);

6) Increased provision for governance of the profession;

7) Placement of,durriculum policy decisions nearer to the pupils;

8) Increased community involvement.
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And to these Keefe (1971) added:

WIncreased inclination toward innovation;

10) Improvement of curriculum organization and improvement;

11) The general advancement of the profession.

c..

Richard (1971) summarized the more important advantages of a differentiated plan in
.

this fashion:

A differentiated plan provides an opportunity for teachers to

specialize in a wide variety of teaching functions according
to their own-aptitudes, abilities, and interests. It also

enables them to earn salaries based on the expertise and re-
sponsibilities needed-to carry out their assigned functions.

In one of the very limited number of research articles on differentiated

staffing, Planz (1971) found that the perceived degree of equity (similarity between

"what I feel I am due in salary and rewards" and "what I am getting in salary and

rewards ") among male teachers under 35 years,of age and with five or more years of

experiende was greater among teachers choosing to "stay" at a differentiated staff

school than those teachers'choosing to "stay" at a traditional school.

Interestingly, those teachers "staying" in the profession gave as a primary reason

a good salary, as did those teachers "leaving" the profession. Since both groups were

earning essentially the same salaries, Planz concluded that the difference must be-
.

the reference salary.

As is true of any innovative program, differentiated staffing is not without its

pitfalls: Keefe (1971) listed three:

1) required changes in role behavior on the part of administrators
and teachers;

2Y danger that differentiated staffing could become an end rather
than a means to an end;

'3) danger that differentiated staffing may foster the dvolution of
*a more rigid hierarchy than the one that now exists in schools with
self contained classrooms.

To these, Richard (1971) added the following:

4) the danger that school boards may use differentiated staffing in
an attempt to reduce cost by increasing the number of paraprofessionals
and decreasing the number of professionals.

. Hickman (1970b) and Caldwell (1971c) added:
-

5) the problems encountered in the assignment and evaluation of teachers.

172

;.

185



Telfer (1971) indicated that the following could be a problem:

6) inability of some staff members to adjust to their new roles.

Caldwall (1971a), Hickman (1970b), and Telfer (1971) reported a final problem:

7) possible substantial cost of initiation and evaluation of program.

Essential Elements for a Successful Program

The needs of each district are unique, and differentiated staffing plans should

be developed with these unique features in mind (Telfer, 1971). The most universally

mentioned criterion for a successful program is the involvement of the teachers at-the

"grass roots" level, as they seek to develop a plan which will meet the unique needs

of the district (Keefe, 1971; Charters, 1972; Richard, 1971). Richard sinnrarized

three essential steps for initiating a successful differentiated staffing plan:

1)- begin with those' staff members who are ready tozo through

the- -steps of innovation;

2 -) ensure wide involvement, at all levels of the profession,

and including the community at large;

3) establish a climate for experimentation ("buy a license to

experiment").

Differentiated Staffing Programs Existing in Louisiana

Two-programs featuring some aspects of differentiated staffing came to the

attention-of the research staff in sufficient detail to be included in this report.

Chalmette High School (St. Bernard Parish . The St. Bernard Parish School

Board employs a system at Chalmette High School which-has some features described above

as:differentiated staffing. In addition to the regular teachers at Chalmette High

School; who teach in a flexible scheduling arrangement, student teachers from the

Znivereity of New Orleans sperid the entire school day at the high school (for the

duration Of their college semester, at which time there is a turnover in student

teachers), satisfying their college student teaching requirements and working (for

compensation) in the school for the remainder of the day. Their work is under the

direction of a fully certified teacher, and may be spent in instruction, special

'assistancb to small groups, etc.

In addition to these student teacher "irate ns," called instructional assistants,

are clerical aides and general aides, both of whom are generally housewives from the
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immediate community. There is no differentiation of the permanent professional

teaching staff.

In making the change to the differentiated plan, 15 -., replaced with

15 paraprofessionals. While the student to teacher ratio rose

change, the student to adult ratios was reduced to 16:1.

S a result of this

Some aspect of differentiated staffing is also achieved by having selected

teachers work on curriculum revision projects beyond the regular school year, and

at additional compensation.

The features of the St. Bernard differentiated staffing program seemed to meet

their needs well. Resulting enthusiasm and commitment seemed evident among the staff;

such innovative projects should be encouraged.

Caddo Parish Differentiated Staffing Plan. The Caddo Parish School Board has

operated a plan exhibiting featuree of differentiated staffing on a parishwide basis

since 1970. The program accounts for the employment of 144 coordinating teachers,

some of whom teach one or two classes daily and are given additional compensation.

for additional days of employment. These coordinating teachers are assigned at tho

elementary level on the basis of one for.every ten teachers, and at the middle and

secondary schools on the basis of one for every 15 teachers. These coordinating

teachers work directly with the classroom teachers in classroom planning, curriculum

`revision, and other such related matters. Persounel in the Caddo Parish school system

feel that the employment of the coordinating teachers is essential to their program

and that a non-graded program would not be possible without such teachers.

Conclusion

As a result of the review of the literature, the research staff concluded that

some degree of differentiated staffing offers possibilities for the improvement of the-

quality of education in Louisiana.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are made:

1) That the State Department of Education develop a salary schedule which will
reflect the remuneration for varying'degrecs of professional responsibility among
teachers;

2) That acceptance of this salary schedule be made available to the individual
parish and city systems (the systems should not be required to appoint teachers_
to levels of higher prestige and salary if there exists in their organizational
structure no plan for definitive additional responsibilities);
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3) That specific roles and responsibilities for persons be developed at the

local level with the mutual cooperation of the local staff, including teachers

at every stage of development;

4) That local systems encourage their professional staff to plan and execute
their growing professional responsibilities;

5) That local experimentation and innovation with differentiated staffing
programs be encouraged by the state.

C
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CHAPTER VII'

TEACHER CERTIFICATION` AMONG THE STATES)

This chapter focuses on the utilization of teacher certification standards

and practices as a means of achitving more effective teaching.

Inrecent years, there Iiaebeen a noticeable increase of interest in

teacher.certificatdon at both local and national levels. Among the factors

contributing to this concern has been a growing dissatisfaction with student

achievement and devehpment on the part of educators, parents and public

officials. Some have been heard to say that "our schools are failures;"

for too large a proportion of students graduate from high school. without

having the skills which they need in order to function in society. While

it is easy to attribute unsatisfactory student development to the need for.

educational change, it is difficult to determine what changes should be

made.

Many studies have been reported in the literature documenting assertions

that .school-based learning is influenced by a variety of school-linked

variables, including the curricula, physical resources, adndnistrative and

1

management practices, and teaching performancb. Recently it has been

observed that a growing number of the critics of the educational 'system are

inclined to believe that the pmformance of the teacher is one of the most

important variables in influencing school-based learning. TO some extent

this view has been supported by the Coleman study on equality-of educational

2
opportUnities.

The major concerns of this document are to present . an analysis
r

national trends in teacher certification standards and practices, and to
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recommend a teacher certification model for'10.zisiana. Botphasis will be on

(1) who should certify teachers (dealt with in Chapters VIII, XI and XII,

(2) what are the bases for certifying teachers, (3) what are the procedures

and requirements for renewing certificates, and (4) how the process of teacher

certification can be used to achieve effective teaching. The principal

research sources are the current state teacher Certification manuals received

from forty-eight states and studies of teacher certification by the National

_

Education Association.

Teacher certifiCation is a process of authorizing individuals with

certain credentials to perfcirm specific sdhool services. Through the

process of teacher certification, teachers and other professional school

personnel are provided with legal evidence of their competence. As notes

Stinnet, the generally accepted purposes of teacher certification are "to

protect-children from the unqualified, to safeguard public funds, and- to

-protect the competent practitioner agaihst the Unfair competition of the

3

subst- andard or unqualified. "

Certification =of teachers, as it is commonly defined today, dates back

to 1825 when the state of Ohio designated county examiners to. determine who

should be certified to teach. From 1825 to the early part of the nineteenth

century, the authqrity to certify teadhers was shared' between county or

parish superintendents and state` authorities.
Significanti,y, the examina-

tion system was the prindipal means of determining who was qualified to

teach.'

During the 'atter part of the nineteenth century, the _practice of

dertifying-teadheri on the- basiS- of the completion of a prescribed

curriculum emerged, and it. found expression in the
eatablishmeCfr

nt of normal

schools for training elementary and secondary_ school= teachers. Individuals_

who completed state approved nOrmal schools were automatically Certified

IL.f/"



to teach.

44,

Paralleling the emergence of prescribed curriculums as a basis

for preparing and certifying teachers was the siiift sin thecertifying

authority from the local level to the state level. According e Stinnett,

"the trend toward centralization of certification in the state department

of education was accelerated by the origin and growth of the practice of

4
accepting normalschool diplomas in lieu of written or oral examinations "

repectiBy the end of the sixties, all states had placed in their ve\

departments of education the responsibility for teacher certification

standards and for determining who should be issued certificates.

Generally, certification requirements were based on course credit and

grades; applicants were required- to present evidence of having earned a

specified nutter of credits in general education, specialized education,

and professional education.

Some states required teacher education graduates to.pass a national

or state proficiency examination as a prerequisite to certification. "In

1967 it was found that six states = used= the National 'Teacher Examination and

5

nine states used proficiency examinations. By 1974, however, the number

of states requiring proficiency examinations for teacher education graduates

had been reduced to. only three -- Mississippi, North Carolina., and

South Carolina..
6 It is apparent that this decline has been due to

court decisions which have tended to outlaw the use of proficiency

examinations for certification purposes.

Presently., the dominant practice in state certification of teachers

is the approvedprogram approach: certification based on the "recommenda

tion of the approved teacher education institution that the applicant has

completed the approved program and is judged to be qualified, on the basis

185



of preparation and other specified factors to perform a specified teaching
7

service... according to the minimum prescriptions of the state."

It appears that this development has been motivated by (1) the view

held by some educators that there should be greater involvement of both

local school systems and higher educational institutions in teacher

certification, (2) the performance-based teacher education and certifica-

tion movement, (3) the teachers' concern for a greater role in the governance

of the teaching profession, and (4) the movement, in some states, to permit

teachers to negotiate contracts and working conditions with school districts.

STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFICATION

Issuing Initial Certificates. It is apparent from an anal,ysis of

Table 1 that the basic criteria for issuing teaching_ certificates centered

on course requirements and teaching experience. All states have established

as a basic requirement for the initial professional certificate a bachelorts

degree from a state approved teacher education program. As indicated

earlterl, an approved program is one which has been certified by the state

department of education to be offering various teacher education curriculums

which meet state standards for the preparation of public school teachers.

While all states required instruction in general education., specialized

subject matter and methodology., there Were differences in specific

requirements.

It is interesting to note that by -1961 all -states had--established- the,
8

- =bachelor tt degree as-the minimum -preparation for -high school teachers -.

Only forty-three etat-es, hoWeVer, enforced- -the minimum requirement of a-

bachelor ts degree for elethentary school teachers. This difference may be

attributed to the view held by some that more knowledge is required to teach
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high school students than to teach elementary students. Apparently the

underlying assumption, of requiring prospective teachers to acquire a certain

amount of knowledge in specified fields is that knowledge will be trans-

ferred to competencies when one is assigned teaching responsibilities. Of

course, as will be- discussed- latter, this assumption has been challenged

by those who are advocating papetenci-based education.

TemnorarY Certificates. Moat states have established legal procedures

for employing: on a temporary basis teachers who do not meet state certifi;-

cation reqUirements. Generally, the- onlfreqUirement for the employment

_or temporary teachers la a request from- the employing -superintendent on the

-grounds- that -a- -qUalified 'teacher not_ avaieble_. -Most- will _agree -that_

there is =some justification for temporary emploY*nt of teachers who do

not -meet state certification= reqUiretenta when there -shortage_

fied- _tetiohert, but -there is, hardlY- -any need-for- -this= -practice- -today- in-_ view=

of _the_ =current _supply -of teachers. :Such- Waiv\oring :of -certifi.cation-standarday

a provistonr-which is=- often= abused -,= -does-does not =cOntribute- to- improveinent of-

the, teaching- profession;_ nor does it =serve- the= purpose of thoservho-iate-

interested in raising; -profebeional -itandards.

The Governor' s Education Study Committee requested that the staff

obtain information on temporary certificates issued in Louisiana; this

inforaation is shoWn in Tables and 3.
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In order to hire an uncertified teacher, the employing superintendent

must attest to the following statement:

"I 'hereby certify that there is no qualified, competent, and

suitable person available for this position and that the

applicant named above is the best qualified person open for

employment in the position hereinabove described." (State

Department of Education, Bulletin 746; as revised, p. 5.)

Temporary certificates are valid in Louisiana for one school year only,

and-re,employMent on a temporary certificate requires that the teacher 'earn

.1

at -least six semester hotrs in the area in which he is not certified. State

regulations also_ require that if a certified teacher-teaches one or more-

subjects in areas in which he -is not certified, ha -mnst apply for a temporary

eertificate-and earn-siklours-intheuneettifigglarea for renewal.

9 _

For- =the- 1974475-school:year (ae=of-April 1 975), theIduisiana

State_TePartment-oflEducation:hadissued_2,272=temporaryeettificates,_
/

inaluding those-to public and-private-sch0O16,aewtdlee,the-state

tiona17!technidal,schoola. -The=leadof the-teachereertification-btreau of

206

the-State-D tment of Education cautioned that sone- local systems employ'

uncertified-teiChers withaut requesting temporary certificates.0

,In 1973,74, the- state =department-1 seued--2,7-54 -temporary certificates;

1,390- were fox teachers= in public schools ;- _302- to teachers ,at the _state' s-

-vtc-tech schools;_ and 1,062 to teaahers in -private -schOols. Of the_ 1,-3901

ool_tempotary certificates, -475- were-U=0d' to certified teachers

WhOl_w re-teaching in-areas in which_they were not certified. If these 473,

certificates _are-deduted, it.- would -leave &balance-6f 917-temporary certifi,

cotes issued to-public school teachers. _(SiseTable_2.)



al System

Table 2.

:1ER4PORARYCiRTIFICATES ISSUED IN LOUISIANA,

1973-74 School Year

No. Temporary
Certificates.

No. Temporary
Certificates -

Public Schools

Regular-
Certificates-
Public Schools*
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Total Public ''Private_
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Local System

.

Livingston 2 2 -

Madison 2 2

Morehouse 22 15 7

'Natchitoches .' 55 43 12

Orleans 285 58 227

'Ouachita 25 8 3.7

Plaqueraines 23 3 ,

20

Pointe Coupoe 18 8 10

Rapides 63 37 26

Red River 11' 10 1

'Richland= . 4 2 2

Sabine' 22 19. -.3

At.- 'Bernard 29 1 28

St. =Charles-. 23 1I 32

:St. :Helena, 4 4

St.= John= the =Baptist: -.53 38 15

st. Landry q7-i 114- -57

*-St4=Martin 56, - 49 .T

ist. =Mary 138 11.8 20

;St. 'Tammany '62 :42 20

Tangipithoa -.56 14 24

Teneafr ,.: 4 1 3

Terrebonne 52 42 10=

--Union 2

'Vermillion 28= 16

Vernon 84 '84

:Washington 11 1 10

=Webster 15 14 1'

West, Baton =Rouge 9 T 2

Vest =Carrell 14- 14

West Fe liciana 1 . 1

Winn 11 10 1

=City =of Monroe 5 5

city =of Boga luba 6

:Special :Soh dela, = 21

No. Temporary
Certificates

Total Public Private

. Table 2, p. 2

No. Temporary
Certificates-
Public Schools

Regular
Certificates-
-Public Schools*
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8

19

2

2

2=

.5
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Local System

Total

Trade (Voc=lech
_Schools)

rand Total

Table 2, P. 3

No. Temporary

No. Temporary Certificates-

Certificates Public Schools

Total Public Private

2452 1390 1062

302

111.1.0.01.1.

2754

*Certified teachers issued tempor
which they are not certified.

Regular
Certificates-
Public Schools*

Elem. High School
41.1..10110.1.1.1111

923 467

certificates for teaching in areas in

lSource:= StataDepartMent-eldUcation,
,Bureau= -of Higher Education and-

Teacher- =Certification.

(4,-.4tid

473
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There were five local school systems (Avoyelles, Lafayette, St. Landry,

St. Mary and Vernon) that accounted for one-third of the total 1,390 temporary

certificates issued to public school teachers in 1973-74.

Temporary certificates are issued at the beginning and during the school

year. Emergencies may arise whereby certified teachers must be replaced

during the-year due to death, illness or another reason, and it may not be

possible to find a certified teacher during the year as a replacement. Infor-
,

pation is not-available as to how many -of Louisiana's temporary-certificates

were issued at the beginning of the school year.

It should be noied that of the 1,390 tempotssy cortificates issued

to Louipiana public school teachers in 1973-74, only 259, :or 18.6 percent,

were lasted to persons without degrees. (See Table 3.)

=Contrary to= what -may -be:-

the expectations of the lay pUblic and some representatives of school

systems, it is generally assumed professional educators that -a= beginning

teacher with-
.,

210i

a-- bachelor's =degree- based- on -a state approved teacher

-edudatiokn prograth has not reached the level -a desired-coMpetence-_ but he

has the Txjtential Tor doing -so-; for, as states- -Conant in -a diecussiori on

teacher certification, in my _judgement.,_-no-_kindsOf -preServide-

--program.- . -can'prepare first year teachers to= operate- effectively- in the

-9:

'sink or sWimi =situation, in- which- -they too-often_ find- themselVes_. "- In-

recognition of this` view, most States-have -required beginning teachers: to

serve a probationary -period which coincides with-the- iialidity -period-of-

-the initial certificates-.- Thirty=five States limited- the,_VaIiditY period-

of initial certificates to five years or less; the initial period was two

years in one state; three years in ter. states; and five years in twenty-one

st at es.

Most states required that an application for a renewal of an expiring

initial cartificat: be accompanied by the recommendations of the employing
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Table- 3.

COLLEGE PREPARATION OF HOLDERS OF TEIIPORARY CERTIFICATES, PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN LOUISIANA

1973-74

Less Than /One Two Three Bache=,

One Year .Year Years Years lorls Mastarts-

College College College College- Degree Degree + 30* Total
Local Syem

Acadia

Allen

Ascension

Assulption

AVOyelles

13eaurega.ra-

Bienville

'Bossier

Caddo

Calcasieu

Cameron=n

Catahotila

Claiborne

onoordia

,Soto

East Baton

East =Carroll
East Felidiata

Evangeline,

:Franklin

Grant,

Iberia

4

2'

5

12

26

1

1

1 5 a 1

1 11 57 2

1

3 23

1 1

6 2

1 47 3

1 5

10-

2- 3.7 ,
4

3.2z

4=

13- 3=

,2-

35-

10

-2

5

20

29

14

74-
21

26

12

9

51

7
-0-

19-

28

4

14

=Jackson

= Jefferson:

= Jeffersdn Davis

Lafayette

10..fourohe

La = Salle

1

2-

1

1

3;

1
2

-64

31 2

5

3

4

73

39

Lindoln =2 2

Livizigston==
2= 2-

Nadison 0

Morehouse
ll

Natchitoches

13=

39

15,

43



Local System

Less Than-
'One Year
College

One
Year

College

Two
Years

College

Three
Years

College

Bache-
lor s
Degree

Master's Master s
Degree +'30* Total

Orleans 16 2 2 1 3o 7 58

Ouachita 2 8_

Plii_qUemines 1 1 1 3

Pointe_Coupee- 7 8

Rapide a 1 1 31 37-

-Red River 7 "1 10

Ftichliand 2 2

Sabine 2 15 2 19

-St. Bernard- 1 1

St. Charles 7 11

St: _Helena 1 3-

St. James 2 7 1 10-

St. -John the-Baptist 3 31 14 38

-St. =Landry 4 20 72. 9 ilk
=St.-!Martini 7 39 2 149

15 19 74 6 118-

=St- Tammany, 34 6 -42E

-Tangipahea 14 =

Teneas-

--Terrebonne 8 31. 2 . -42-

--Union-

1

:V_ernon 1 12 -57= 6 =84

-WaShington-

-Webster 114-_

We at Baton- =Rouge 1 6

West- Carroll 1 12 =

=Weet -Fe "Jolene- 1

=Winn- 7 3

=City -of 'Monroe 5 -5-

City of -Boga luea -6-

Special =SehOois- 14. -21

Total 46 .14 48 151 1028

* None with a specialist or doctorate degree.
=Source: Louibiana State Department of Education, Bureau of Higher

Education and Teacher Certifice.tion.
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superintendent, thus providing an opportunity for the superintendent to

certify whether the teacher should be permitted to continue in the teach-

ing profession.

Table 1 shows that four states issued life certificates to beginning

teachers. In view of the fact that all teachers do not possess the same

degree of competence, that performance in on-the-job teaching situations

is the only reliable way of demonstrating onets teaching competence and

that the completion of a preservicv program only certifies that one

possesses potential for becoming a good teacher, there is merit in requir-

ing all beginning teachers to serve a probationary period of no more than

five years and no less than two years. It is essential that during the

probationary period the employing school system provide (1=)= opportunities

for the teacher to receive a fair assessment of his performance,

(2) = assistance from successful teachers in the system, and (3) opportunities

to participate in an inservice improvement program oriented to helping

the teacher to identify and improve on his weaknesses. An inservice

improvement program for probationary teachers should be oriented to help-

ing teachers to acquire a --better understanding of child development

greater competence in selecting and organizing learning experiences and
10

more proficiency in= teaching.-

BASES =FOR RENEWAL OF CERTIFICATES

As mentioned earlier, there is a defensible rationale for requiring

teachers to renew certificates after serving a specified number of years.

Beginning teachers need time to demonstrate that they are making progress

toward becoming effective teachers; students need to be protected against

those teachers who become victims of obsolescence; and the school system

needs teachers who continue to increase their competence in accordance

with the needs and demands of the teaching profession. Requiring teachers

to renew their certificates is one approach to meeting these needs.
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Findings of this study revealed that in those states that made pro-

visiois for renewing certificates, successful teaching experience and

additional hours of study were the predominant requirements. Additional

study required for renewing a bachelor's degree level certificate varied

from four to twenty-seven semester credit hours; six additional hours of

graduate or senior college level study was the predominant requirement.

As was found at the bachelor's degree level, the predominant require-

ment for renewing master's degree level certificates was a combination of

additional study and successful 'experience. A few states renewed masterls

degree level certificates on successful experience alone. It may

appear that the practice of renewing certificates on the basis of success-

ful use only, as was the practice in some states, is tantamont to issuing

life certificates. On the other hand, this procedure permits a state to

establish, when it deems necessary, new and more specific criteria vithout

having to blanket in teachers who have "li.fen certificates.

Life or Permanent Certificate. As shown in Table k, twenti-one states

issued life or permanent certificates. Fourteen of these states established

the possession of the master's degree or one year of graduate study as the

- minimum amount of training on which a life certificate would be issued. It

is interesting to observe that Hawaii, Louisiana, MiSsniiri, New Jersey,

Texas, Washingt-on, and; -WiscOnsin did -not require training _beyond -the Bachelor's

degree. Most of the states_, including- Louisiena,-required t-hat the appliCant

for a 'filife" certificate _present evidence of -having -had- at least -three

_years of successful teaching experience. This criterion- ruled- otit the

:probability -of issuing a- life certificate- to _a non4enured teacher. It- is

to be -noted-) 'however,, that four states issued- life certificates without

requiring teaching experience.

The practice of issuing life certificates seems t-o be based on the

assumptions (1-) that a_ teacher se competence =has reached the satisfactory

level, -(2): that -he -will continue- to -render satisfadtory service throughout

-227-
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his teaching career, (3) that the knowledge, attitudes, and competencies

that are essential to being effective teachers in tomorrowls schools will

be the same as those which are needed to be effective in todayts schools

and (4) that holders of life certificates will assign a high priority to

continual self-improvement. It is apparent that the validity of these

assumptions is questionable in view of the exponential growth of new

knowledge, the development of new insights into the learning process,

and the changing school demands.

In the interest of assuring society of quality teaching, it seems that

the practice of issuing life certificates should be discontinued.

Renewing Certificates on the Basis of Inservice Growth. Traditionally,

the underlying assumption to inservice growth is that a teacher improves

from teaching experience ana from advanced study. In fact, formal courses,

workshops and conferences offered on university campuses have constituted

the predominantly accepted approach to inservice growth. It has been

observed, however, that many educators and practitioners have questioned

the value of indiscriminate study of formal courses as a- -means of improv-

11

ing the performance of teachers.

A view is emerging in educational circles (1) that inservice programs

are more effective when they are elated directly to the areas of assessed

needs of the participating teachers, and (2) that there are many avenues,

in addition to formal study, which can lead to the improvement of teacher

performance. This view is being expressed in a variety of inservice

programs which have evolved in recent years. Included among these have

been:

1. Teacher aoperated inservice programs

2. School-system operated inservice programs .

3. Staff development centers operated by school systems .

4. School inVolveMent of teachers in _planning innovative instruc

tional or research-programai_
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5. Educational travel.

6. Teacher improvement programs independently, developed by an

individual teacher and which require the local school superinten-

dent's approval.

Some states notably Georgia, Florida, Minnesota, and Vermont, are

implementing inndvative practices relating to the renewal of teacher

certificates. A brief review of these models may be of interest to the

reader.

,THE GEORGIA MODEL. Georgia-issues seven types or levels of certifi-

- cates; provisional certificates for 4 bachelor's-and master's degree teacher

are not renewable. The-holder of a renewable certificate has two-options.

First, he may present evidence of.having earned ten-quarter-hours of graduate

credit during the duration of the expiring certificate. Second, he == may =earn

the equivalent of ienquarter hours through participation in a district in-

service training program. The major stipulation of this option is that the

inservice training must be a. part of a locil school system's staff develop-

miNat plan that has been approved by the Georgia Department of Education.i?

Georgia's second option gives recognition to the importance of in-

service training being related to the assessed needs of a teacher who has

been assigned a specific teaching position. Further, it provides an

opportunity for a local school system to develop an inservice- plan which

meets the need6 of both the school program and the participating teachers.

THE VERMONT MODEL. The uniqueness of the Vermont Model for renewing

certificates is''the provision which permits local school districts to

develop programs for the inservice training and developmept of its personnel.

An applicant for a professional continuing certificate may elect to satisfy

the professional training requirement by completing (a) a master's degree

in his special field or a fifth-year program of study directed toward his

professional goals; or (b) completion of thirty semester hours of work in

a-- planned program toward the ap Ant's professional goal. Significantly,
11"



option "b" requires that the applicant's program be approved by the employ

ing superintendent and that the program be.developed from the cooperative

efforts of the local superintendent, appropriate professional association

13

and the involved teacher education institution. Additionally, an

applicant for a professional continuing certificate must present a w itten

statement describing his longrange plans for a career in education, includ

ing plans for continuing professional growth; and he must be recommended by

14

the Local Evaluation Agency.

A local school district's program for the inservice training and -pro

fessional advancement of its staff and for the renewal of professional

certificates must be approved by the state department of education.

The Vermont Model-represent-6 an-attempt to decentralize the teacher-

certification process. Historically as reported earlier in this document,

teacher certification began as a decentralized= process involving city

school systems and district systems.

THE FLOHIDAi1ObEL. This model gives expression to the fact that there'

4

are ways, in addition to the pursuit of formal campus stupiy, which can lead
4

to improvement in teacher performance. The renewal of professional certifi

cat es in Florida requires earning six college credit -hours during the dura

tion of the exaring -certificate. It is to be noted that Florida accepts

as partial fulfilahent of the requirements for renewal of certificates

participation in such activities as prior approved educational travel and

supervision of student teaching. Approved participation in each of = these

activities will reduce the formal study requirement for renewal of
15

certificates from six credit hours to =three credit hours.

What appears to be the,.most interesting part of the Florida Model is

the provision that permits a teacher to clatisfy,i'enewal requirements on the
c't

basis of inservice education participatia under the following conditions_:

The school board adopts a master plan for in
service education of instructional personnel designed

to assist each member to mgnhAin current competence
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in-the field or fields in which he is assigned and,
beginning with programs formulated for the 1974-75
school fiscal year and thereafter, to assist in the
development of competence of each member to coordi
nate teaching of appropriate reading skills within
the subject or field to which he is .assigned. Such

plans must be formulated in cooperation with the
Department of Education and when adopted_shall be

file with the Commissioner of Education.

.

The plan adopted by the school board for in
: service education is approved by the Conmiissioner

of Education. Such approval shall specify the
extent of participation required in the inservice
program to be recommended for tile extension of

certificates.

The superintendent certifies on a form
provided by the Connitsioner of Education that the
individual has effectively participated ih a state
approved district -inservice teacher education
Program -and= thereforn is recommended for the
extension -of his certificate without further college

credit .10

Florida is also making use of teaching performance as a criterion

for renewing certificates. However, very little information was available to

the staff on what ,procedures are being used in the state to,assess teaching

performance.

THE MINNESOTA MODEL. The Minnesota Model seems to be the most

innovative of all the states. During the 1969 Minnesota Legi.slative

Sessi provisions for life certificates were removed from- statutes and

a task force was appointed to advise the board on the b

renewing certificates.

system for °

The basic features of the model will be summarized under the following \

headings: (a) basic assumption, (b basis for renewing certificates, and

(c) structure fo,:. implementing the system.

The model has been referred to as a type of "continuing education

.system" which has evolved from the following assumptions:



Widespread involvement oIeducation personnel
and the public in decisions which pertain to
professional development and standards is

desirable.

b. Effective loca] larticipation in decision
making helps to laintain the commitment of
education personnel to continuously expand
ingareas of professional competence.

/4t

c. Decisions regarding the appropriateness of
particular experiences for rein 1 units

can best be made at the local c. .trict level
by those who have a knowledge of the pro
fessional working situation.

4*

d. Opportunities to make the best decision for
each individual and each district with
respect to questions of professional growth
and renmal criteria ar., of greater'impor-t
tance than attempts to gain statewide uni
formity with respect to such questions.17

The standard certificates issued by Minnesota are Entrance and

Continuing Certificates. The Continuing Certificate is valid for five

years and it is renewed on the bases of one year of teaching and 120

renewal units earned in such activities as:

1. College courses and related work.

2. Supervision of clinical experiences.

3.. Attendance at professional meetings.

4. Attendance at lectures by persons with expertise
in the areas for which certification is requested.

5.. Systematic, purposeful observation &ring visits
to schools.

6. Travel related to the professional certification
areas. Prior approval of this experience must
be obtained.

7. Exchange situations to gain experience with
students at another age ability, socioeconomic
level or in another subject for which the
teacher is qualified.
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8. Planning and production of television or other
special programs for use in the schools.

The following illustrates the values that the Minnesota Plan assigned

to renewal units:

1. One quarter credit hour,equals ten renewal units.

2. Supervision of the clinical experience of a student for one

quatter is equivalent to ten renewal units.

3. One week of approved travel equals ten renewal units.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE MINNESOTA PLAN. First,' each public school

district is required to establish a Local Committee of seven members

which will have the following responsibilities: .

1. Determine the number of renewal units to be granted

for experiences.

2. Endorse the application for renewal of the Continuing
Certificate of each qUalified applicant.

3. Report all actions taken on applications for .renewal
of certificates to the State Department of Education,

Director of Certification, and to the superintendent

of the local school district.

4. Provide information'to appropriate personnel concerning

the in-service'need6' of the district.

5. Evaluate procedures and Criteria for granting renewal_
units and make recommendations for m gifications.1

Second, there is a. -State Committee which has the responsibility of

revieWing procedures and criteria for granting renewal units, acting on

appeals from decisions of the Local Committee and to supplying the State

Board ob Education with information pertaining to cases of appeal.

All the models presented represent interesting ways'of 'modifying teacher

certification practices and standards in the interest of improving the

quality of teaching, and they constitute a source of ideas for Louisiana.

A proposed model for Louisiana- is contained in Chapter XI, ata_221111mgoll

-and and Chapter 271,
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CHAPTER VIII

STATE TEACHER CERTIFICATION BOARDS

AND COMESSIONS

Traditionally, the process of teacher certificatiOn, including the

formulation of certification standards, accreditation of teacher educa

tion programs and certifying teachers, has been the responsibility of

state departments of education. In recent years, however, teachers have

been= seeking a greater role in teacher certification on the grounds that

the teaching profession should be accorded a professional status equiva

lent to that for such professions as medicine, law, engineering, nursing,

1

and architecture. They argue that these professions are responsible for

detextining the criteria for initial legal licensure of its memtlers and

accreditation of preparatory programs.

,.?"-he =primary concern of teachera in7this= regardi is that they poley:

:greater role in the governance of the teaching profesSion. Governande as

used in this context refers tO ofiXing of responsibility for =professional

2

dedibions with the teaching 'profession.

-Some -may be inclined to question the wisdom of greater involvement

of. teachers in the governance of the teaching profession gn the grounds

that teaching is =a= -public Aservice professiOn. Renee, it is the public

that should make decisions on matters pertaining to teacher certtfication

and accreditation of teacher education prograMs.

Recent trends relating to States teacher certification beards and Commissions

appear to faVor the interest of the teachers. Table 1- reveals that Many

states have begun to provide opportunities for teachers to participate in

teacher certificat,ion through membership on legally created Teacher

Standards and Practices Commissions and Boards. Twentyfive states have"77
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created such agencies. In twenty states they were established by legislative

acts and in five states they were established by the state board of educa-

t ion. In Kansas and Oklahoma two separate agencies on teacher c ertification

were created: a teacher standards board and a teacher practices commission.

MEMBERSHIP

The meMberShip of most of the commissions and bOards ranged from seven

to seventeen. Kansas and Oklahoma had memberships of thirty-five and- twenty-

seven, respectively. It is significant to observe that these states did not

provide their boards and commissions with a professional staff. The board

members Vere appointed by the goVernor in thirteen states; by the -state

board of education, in eight; by the state superintendent of education in

three; and by the teacher -education association in one. In pradtiCally all

the states, the appointing authority acted after receiving recOmmendations

fron a variety of state groups =. (See Table 1 0-

The major groups found to be represented on the -standards and practicea

commissions and -boards in the various States were local school personnel,

state superintendents of education, state education departments, and higher

educational institutions. Teachers led all groups with representation on

twenty4our commissions and boards, and school principals were next with

representation on twenty-one such agencies. (See Table 2 .)

Significantly, in addition to being- represented- on_tWenty4four -of the

twenty -six commissions and--thoards in the twenty-five states, the teachers

had the largest proportionate representation.
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FINANCIAL BUDGET

An indication of an organization's potential effectiveness is seen in

its operating budgqt. Seventeen of the twentyfive states provided separate

budgets for their standards and practices commissions and boards; eight

states had separate operating budgets of $20,000 or less. Obviously, these

limited budgets prohibited the employment of a professional staff and the

financing of other activities associated with the responsibilities of the

respective commissions and boards.

Eight states provided budgets ranging from $40,000 in Iowa to more

than $2,000,000 in California. It can be assumed that the commissions and

boards in these states were able to develop and implement effectively

policies relating to teacher certification practices and standards.

RESPONSIBILITIES

It is the contention of the National Education Association that teachers

should be assigned the responsibility of (a) developing policies and practices

governing the accreditation of teachers, (b) formulating standards for the=

initial issuance, renewal, and revocation of certificates, and. (c) conducting

studies designed =to improve certification standards and practices.3

An analysis of the responsibilities of state teacher standards amd

practices commissions shows that some of the concerns of teachers have

been given serious consideration. It id shown in Table 3 that in fourteen

states the commissions and boards formulated criteria for standards for

certification. Only eight states permitted boards to formulate criteria

for accreditation of teacher education institutions, whereas the formula

tion of criteria for performance competency was permitted in eight states.
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Thirteen states assigned to the commissions and boards the responsibility

for standards and practices relating to the continuation of teachers in

the teaching profession.

Significantly, twenty-three commissions and boards held hearings, but

only sixteen were allowed to reprimand teachers; and fifteen had responsiz

bilities relating to suspension and reinstatement of teachers.

It must be admitted that for the most part, the responsibility of

the various teacher standards and practices boards were restricted to

making recommendations. The exceptions were in the states of California

and Oregon, where the boards have been authorized by legis1L4ive acts to

assume complete autonomy in matters pertaining to the responsibilities

shown in Table 3.

Time will reveal whether the establishment of commissions and boards
0

will yield the following expected benefits:

1. Teachers will demonstrate greater commitment to the teaching

profession and to-the achievement of quality instruction.

2. Teachers will be more inclined to evaluate objectively the

sffek,Liveness of t' 'ir own instruction.

Teachers will contribute to the improvement of teacher education

...ograms.

4. Teachers willtecOmeas conc-:,:ned with education in gen'ral as

they are with their professional welfare and security.

5. Teachers will share more responsibility for the achievement

of the public school system.

6., More qtalified teachers will be attracted, developed, retained.

4
and stimulated to higher performance.
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CHAPTER IX

SCHEDULES BASED ON FACTORING OR INDEXING

The idea of basing teachers.' salarieson an index or ratio basis is fairly new.

In 1957, at a conference of Wyoming school administrators, the Wyoming Teacher

Education and Professional Standards Commission ,(TEPS) recommended a Master salary

schedule based on an index. Such a plan with variationshad previously appeared in

a few local school districts. The Wyoming plan started a national trend toward index

scheduling.

The Index Concept

An index schedule expresses the relationship of-salaries at Various grades,

not the actual dollar amounts involved. In general, all salary levels in an index

schedule are given as-a ratio in percent form - offlone basic salary. For example,

when-tha base salary is represented by 100, a salary 3% above the base is represented

by 103.

Index schedules for teacher salaries-generally use the starting salary of

-bachelor-degree teachers with no-experience-as the-base.

There are a number of advantages to-an index salary schedule:

1. An- Obvious advantage-ia that it is easier to see the relationship of experience,

training- -and -other factors in terms of index numbers-or pereentagesrather than-in=

dollar:amounts.

2. Once a structure is devised, reflecting desired relatibnships, the-salary

structure itself becomes policy-which can be_ continued'.

a. -Since increments are, in effect, a ped.cAntage-of the-base salary, under-an

index schedule, the dollar amount-of such increments is increased-with-each reViaien-

-oftheteginning salary. The beginning bola:Ty-controls the entire-schedule,,aince-

all other-categories in the salary structure are-ratios of the -base salary. When it

becomes desirable -to increase salaries, the starting salary can be changed and-all

other -salary levels -are increased_proportionately.

4. Index factors can also be used -where School personnel :Ore-classified-according

to-different assignments-and additional points are given for greater responsibilities -.

An index-schedule can be used to provide incentives for personal- achievement -by

all-9141dg additional percentage increments when goals have been achieved.



12.-12xatalSchedneration
Georgia, North Carolina and Ohio base their state teacher salary schedules on

an index, and a number of local syttems throughout the country also use this technique.

The three state salary indexes are based on a traditional salary structure, with

increments given for experience and educational attainment.

Under Georgia's plan (see Table 1), all categories of teachers have the same

number of increments -- 14 years. Bachelor degree teachers receive a 2. -5 percent a

year increase; master's, 3 percent;' specialist, 3.5 percent and doctoratel-4 percent.

The percentage spread among schedules,for higher levels of-training ranges-from 13

to 20 points..

North Carolina's index (see Table 2) provides salary increases for bachelor and

master's degree teachers. This schedule does not reflect the basic concept of

indexing; the ratios, wbich give experience increments varying from 3.0 to 3.2

percent, have been adjusted to provide equal pay increases between steps in the

schedule.

The index schedule in Ohio.is funded-ai_such a low level -that the Ohio state

salary schedule for teachers is considered obsolete. Ohio's index (see Table 3)

provides pay increments fors -no level higher than the master's degree level, but

recognizes "five-year" teachers between bachelors and master's degree. Teachers

receive 11 yearly increments. For bachelor degree teachers, experience increments

are 3.8 percent per years; for "five year" teachers,
4
4.3 percent; for master's degree

teachers, 4.8 percent. At starting level, "five year" teachers receive 3.8 percent

more than bachelor's teachers; master's degree teachers receive 9.5 percent more than

bechelor's,degree teachers.

Index of Louisiana's Schedules

louisiana's various state minimum teacher salary Schedules were indeked or

factored b he staff to see if they fell within a logicalrotructure.

Generally, the originAl 1948 schedule provided 4 points for each year of experience,

whether the teacher had a bachelor's or a master's degree, and master degree teachers

received 4 points above salaries for teachers with a bachelor's degree. (See Table 4.):

Z51..
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Table 1.

GEORGIA 'STATE INDEX SALARY SCHEDULE FOR TEACHERS

1974-75

\years of Bachelor's Master's Specialist

e ience Degree Degree (6 -sear Program) Doctorate

2

3

4 '

6
6

7

8

9

10

11

_ 12

13

14

100 113 126. 139

102.5 116 129.5 143

105 119 133 147

107.5 122 136.5 151

110 125 140 155

112.5 128 143.5 159

115 131 147 163

117.5 134 150.5 167

' 120 137 154 171

122.5 140 157.5 175

125 143 161 179

127.5 146 164.5 183

130 149 168 187

132.5 152 171.5 191

135 155 175 195

252
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Ihble 2.

NORTH CAROLII\STATE INDEX SALARY SCHEDULE FOR TEACHERS

19711-75

Years of

EiperienoeM....
Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

WPM

0 100.0 109.5

1 103.2 132.8

2 106.3 116.0

3 109.5 119.2

4 112.8 122.3

5 116.o 125.3

6 119.2 128.7

7 322.3 132.0

8 125.3 135.1

9 128.7 138.3

10 132.0 141.6

il 135.1 144.8

12 138.3 148.0

13 141.6 151.2

14 V 154.5

ory V)
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Table 3.

OHIO STATE INDEX SALARY SCHEDULE FOR TEACHERS

1974-75

Years of
Experience

Bachelor's
Degree Year

Master's
Degree

0 100.0 103.8 109.5

1 103.8 108.1 114.3

2 107.6 112.4 119.1

3 111.4 116.7 123.9

4 115.2 121.0 128.7

5 119.0 .125.3 133.5

6 122.8 129.6 138.3

7 126.6 133.9 143.1

8 130.4 138.2 147.9

9 134.2 142.5 152.7

10 138.0 146.8 157.5

11 141.8 151.1 162.3
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Table 4.

INDEX OF/LOUISIANA SALARY SCHEDULE

AA 155 of 1948

Years of
Experience
WIMIN/RM.M1iMM/

Less Than
One Year
College

One

Year
College

Two
Years
College

Three
Years
College

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

1 50 62 75 88 100 104

2 79 92 iO4 108

3 83 96 108 112

4 88 100 112 117

5 104 117 121

6 121 125

7 125 129-

8 129 133-

Q 133

-14Z

11 146

12 150-

."7
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The 1954 schedule continued this pattern. (See Table 5.)

Alterations were made by the 1956 schedule. Bachelor degree teachers received-

3 points in annual increments through their second year of teaching, and then -6

points a year. The schedule for teachers with a master's degree was 6 points above

that for a'bachelor's degree and, starting with the third year of teaching, those

with a master's received annual increments of 6 percent-a year. (See-Table 6.)

The 1964 schedule did not conform to a regular pattern of indexing. Bachelor

degree teachers received annual increments of 4 or 5 points, but a 7 percent raise

was granted the last two years of the schedule. _Teachers with a master's degree or

higher also received a 4 or 5 percent increase in their early years-of teaching, but

the annual increments rose to 6 or 7 percent after a few years. The index schedule

for teachers with a-master's degree-was considerably higher than for teacherevith:a_

bachelor'e-degree and comparable experience,- thus refleCting greater emphasis-on

advanded-training. For example, the index factor for a bachelor's degree at the

top of the -scale Was 150; it was 170 for-teachers with a master's-degree;_ :36 for thobe

with a master's plus 30:graduate hours, and 198 for a teacher with a doctorate, -Hence,

one entering the teaching profession could-expect to about-double his sala4vat the-
,

Maximum point of the salary scale. (See Table 7. -)

The 1968 schedule granted a $1600 across the board increase, thereby lessening

the weight previously given experience and advanced education. Annual increments

ranged from 3 to 5 percent for all classifications of teachers, and the ratios among

training levels were also reduced. The highest index for a bachelor's degree was

137; for a master's degree, 152; for a master's plus 30 graduate hours, 163; for a

----specialist4_168; and a doctorate, 172. (See Table 8.)

The 5.5 percent across-the-board increase for all teachers (Act 355 of 1972 as

financed _by Act 14 of the 1973 Ex. Sess.) made no-changes in the index structure of

the state salary schedule as-shown in Table 8.

Act 52 of the 1975 Ex. Seas. did not greatly alter the previous index structure-since:

it was-essentially a 5 percent increase. However, since larger increases were given to

teachers at the lower end of the salary scale through a $400 raise, the weight given

256
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Table

INDEX OF LOUISIANA SALARY SCHEDULE

Act 8 of 1954

Years of

Experience

Less Than
One Year

College

One
Year
College

Two
Years

College

Three Bache -

Years lor's Master's

College Degiee Degreewolom

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

57 68 79

82

86

89

89

93

96

100

104

100

104

107

111

114

118

121

125

129

132-/
136-/ 139

143

104

107

111

114,

118

'121;

125

129,

13!

136

130

143

150

154

]1T57.

i61

164

468

171

257
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Table 6.

INDEX OF LOUISIANA SALARY SCHEDULE

Act 3 of-1956

Years of
Experience

Less Than
One Year

College

One

Year
College

Two

Years
College

Three

Years
College

Bache-
lorla
Degree

Master's
Degree

o 56 65 71 82 loo 106

1 59 68 74 85 103 199

2 62 71 76 88 106 112

3 65 74 82 94 112 118

4 88 loo 118 124

5 94 106 124 129

6 100 112 129 135

7 106 118 135 141

8 112 124 141 147

9 118 129 147 153

lo 135 153 159

11 159 165

12 165 171

13 176

3.4 182

15 188

258

245



Table

INDEX OF LOUISIANA SALARY SCHEDULE

Act 28 of 1964

Years of

Experience

Two
Years
College

Three
Years
College

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Plus 30 *

Ph. D.

or Ed.D.
Degree

-------

0 55 64 100 105 105 12o

1 57 66 105 109 109 125

2 59 68 109 114 114 130

3 64 73 114 118 u8 136

4 68 77 118 123 123 143

5 73 82 123 13o 131 15o

6 77 86 127 136 139 157

7 82 93 132 143 , 147 164

8 89 100 136 15o 155 170

9 96 107 143 157 162 177-

10 102 114 150 164 170 184

11 170 178 191

12 186 198

*Master's degree plus 30 graduate hours.
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Table 8.

INDEX OF LOUISIANA SALARY SCHEDULE

Act 397 of 1968
And Act 14 of 1973 Ex. Sess.a

Years of
Experience

Two
Years
College

Three
Years

College

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Plus 30 *

Specialist
In

Education

Ph. D. or
Ed. D.

Degree

0 67 73 loo 103 103 108 115

1 68 75 103 107 107 112 118

2 70 77 107 110 110 115 122

3 73 8o no 113 113 118 127

4 77 83 113 117 l]7 122 132

5 8o 87 117 122 122 128 137

6 83 90 120 127 128 133 142

7 87 95 123 132 134 139 147

8- 92 loo 127 137 140 145 152

9 97 105 132 142 146 151 157

10 102 110 137 147 152 157 162

11 152 158 162 167

12 163 168 172

Act 14 of 1973 Ex. Sess. granted the same percentage increase for

all categories and hence, made no changes in the 1968 index,

* Master's degree pin. 30 graduate hours.
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experience training was again Seduced. The index for half-year implementation

of the act, effective for fiscal 1974-75, is shown in Table 9. Table 10 shows the

index for full year implementation. The top of the scale for lot helor's degree

teachers, with full implementation of the 1975 act, will be 135; for those with a

master's, 150* fora master's plus 30 graduate hours, 161; for a specialist, 166; and

for'a doctorate, 170.

Factors in a Salary Index Schedule

In the School Executive's Guide (prepared by The irentice-Hall Editorial Staff and

a Board of 46 Contributors, Prentice Hall. Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1964, p. 139),

Eric Rhodes sets forth certain policies considered to be factors in a good salary

index schedule. These criteria are summarized, along with their application to

Louisiana's salary schedule that would be in effect for fiscal 1975 -76.

1. Annual increments should be 5 or 6 percent. Louisiana-'`, schedule provides

increments of 3 percent in the early years of teaching for most categories of teachers

but they rise to 5 or 6 percent in later years.

2. A teacher should be able to double -his salary at some stage of-his-career.-

The maximrm under Louisiana's schedule is 170 for a teacher with a doctorate and 12

years of teaching experience.

3. The ratios among_trainIng levels should be at least 10 percent. Under

Louisiana's schedule, the ratio is 10 percent between the schedule for a bachelor and

master degree teacher with 9 or 10 years of, experiencel,but it is less than 10

percent in most instances.

4. To encourage there_ be one or more additional stag.(-222

at the top of each raining level. A,Possible exception would -be a schedule which-

_a__.1._..i.___.ncrementsfoantslarhigherlevelseuclachelor' s

-degree and 7 percent for a master's degree. Louisiana's schedule provides additional

increments for higher levels of training. The ' maximum for a bachelor's degree is

10 years of experience; for a master's, 11 yeari; and for those with education beyond

as master's, 12 years.

It may be noted that the Georgia, North Carolima4 and Ohio index schedules

provide experience increments far below Rhodes's recommendations. The state schedules

give educational attainment increments Which are consistent with Rhodes.
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Index 'of

Act

(Half Year,

Table 9.

Louisiana Sal

52 of 1975°Ei.

Effective for

ary Schedule

Sess.

Fiscal 1974-75)

Years of
Experience

Two
Years

College

Three
Years

College

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Plus 30*

Specialist
in

Education.

Ph.D. or
Ed. D.
Degree

0 68 74 100 103 103 108 115

1 69 76 103 106 106 111 118

2 71 77 106 110 110 115 121
'11

3 74 81 110 113 113 118 126

4 77 84 113 116 116
v.

121 ' 131

5 81 87 116 121 122 127 136

6 84 90 119 126 128 1.32 141

7 87 95 123 131 133 138' 146

8 92 100 126 136 139 144 151

9 97 105 131 141 145 150 156

10 102 110 136 146 151 158 161

11 151 156 161 166

12 162 167. 171

*Master's d, graduate hours.
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Table 10.

INDEX OF LOUISIANA SALARY SCHEDULE

Act 52 of 1975 Ex. Sess.'

(Full Yeex, Effective for Fiscal 1975-76)

Years of
Experience

Two
Years
College

Three
Years
College

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Plus 304

Specialist
in

Education

Ph. D.

or
Ed. D.

.11111MMIMIIIMINIMIN11. m.
o 69 75 100 103 103 108 114

1 70 76 103 . 106 106 ill 117

.2, 72 78 106 109 109 114. 120

3 75 81 109 112 112 117 125

4 78 , 84 112 116 u6 120 130

5 -- 81' 88 116 120 121 126 135

6 8Y 91 119 125 127 ) 132 140

7' . 88 95 122 130 132 137 . 145

8 92 100 125 135 138 143 150

9 97 '105 130 140 14If 149 155-

10 102 .109 135 145 150 155 160.

,11 -150 156 160 165-

, 12
)

161 166 170

4.

4 Master's degree plus 30 graduate hours.



A Model Index Salary Schedule for Louisiana,

The staff has prepared a model index salary schedule adapted for use in Louisiana.

(See Table 11.) As does the salary schedule-in present use, the model provides incre-

ments for years of experience and for increased levels of education.

The weight attached to experience and education is, of course, judgmental.

Existing state schedules and the ideal model presented by Rhodes show varying approaches.

In preparing a Louisiana model, the staff attempted to provide equalized experience

and educational increments which would-produce salaries in the upper levels of the

schedule close to, but not less than, upper level salaries in the present schedule

as indexed in Table 10.

The model provides experience incremnts of 4 percent at all levels of the

schedule. ,Increases in educational level gain increments of 8 percent at all except

the doctorate level. The doctorate level increments -are 2- percent abovethes-peciallat

in education increments-. Both of these degrees-are terminal. The larger increments

for the-doctorate level reflect the more stringent requirements for obtaining this-

degree.

Actual dollar salaries emplo7Ing the indoX model with the present starting

sal;ryi $6730, are shown in Table 12. Dollar increases for index model -salariea-Pvar

present salaries are given, in Table 13. A study of this table shows that the largest

increases are in middle levels of the schedule. However, most teachers are at the

top-of the schedule.

This-example of an index schedule, with costs at several other beginning salary

levels,i8 discussed in Chapter XI, Staff Conclusions and Recommendations on-Teacher

§1aries-and Certificaaon and Chapter XII, Report to the Governor by the Governor'

-Education Study Committee.
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Table 11.

INDEXED SALARY SCHEDULE MODEL

Exaiple for Louisiana

Years of
Experience

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Degree
Plus 30*

o loo 108 116

1 104 112 120

2 108 r

3 112 120 128

4 116 124 132

5- 120 128 136

6 124 132 146

7 128 136 144

3 132, ilto 140

9- 136 144 152

io 140 148 156

11 152 16o

12 164

* YastWs degree, plus. 30 graduate hours.

2C 5'

Specialist
in

Education

Ph. D.

or Ed.D.
Degree

124 126

128 130

132 134

136 138-

140 142

144 146

148 150-

152 154

156 1)6

16o 162

1.64 . ' 166

168 170

172 174



Table 12

INDEX SALARY SCHEDULE MODEL

Example for Louisiana
(Dollar Amounts)

Years of
Experience

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Plus 30 *

Specialist

in
Education.,

Ph. D.
or Ed.D.
Degree

o $ 673o** $ 7268 $ 78o7 $ 8345 $ 848o

1 6999 7538 8076 8614 8749

2 7268 7807 8345 8884 9018

3 7538 8076 8614 9153 9287

4 . 7807 8345
.

8884 9422 9557

5., 8o76. 8614 9153 9691 9826

6 8345 8884 9422 9960 10,095

7 8614 9153 9691 10,230 10,364

8 8884 9422 996o 10,499 10,663

9 9153 9691 10,230 10,768 10,90

10
,

9422 996o 10,499 11)037 11,172

11 10,230 '10,768 11,306 11,441

12 11,037 11,576 11,710

* Master's degree plus 30 graduate hours.

** Amount that would be effective for 1975-76 under present law.
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Table 13.

DOLLAR DIFFERENCES AT EACH STEP, INDEX MODEL AT $6730 START

COMPARED TO PRESENT-SCHEDULE FOR 1975-76

&Ample for Louisiana

Years of
Experience

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Degree
Plus 30*

Specialist
in

Education

Ph. D.

or Ed.D.

Degree

o $ -- $ 327 $ 866 $ 1087 $ 800

1 58 386 924 1146 859

2 116 444 982 1204 .916

3
.

175 502 1040 1263 =868

4 233 560 1.1099 - 1320 805

5 291 512 999 1216 742

6 349 465 892 1098 679

7 407 401 773 981 616

13 466 338 655 862 583

9 4o1 275 537. 743 4-90-

10 ' 338 212 419 .624 426

4
_

15o 299 5o6 363

,12 181 388 300

* Master's degrpe plus 30 graduate hours.
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CHAPTER X

PUPIL-TEA-011ER- RATIOS

Concern has been expressed about overcrowded classes in the state, ipai;£1Z

milarly at the elementary level. HOwever, specific information as to tge'extent

of this problem was not available; and hence the committee staff collected data..

State Allotment of Teachers

The state exerts considerable influence as to how many teachers are employed

by local school boards.- It does so through its Public School Fund distribution

formula, sometimes called the minimum foundation .or equalization program.

Under the present formula, the state allots or pays state minimum salaries

for a stipulated number of teachers, based on the number of students in a school.

Under the pupil-teacher ratio used for allotting kindergarten and elementary

teachers, the state pays salaries of one teacher for 4y 27 students, with

allowance for additional teachers at smaller schools. The pupil-teacher allotment

ratio for secondary schools is 25 to one with allowance also made for smaller

schools. The state also allots an additional teacher to serve as a principal

if a school employs seven or more\eachers, and an additional teacher who may

serve as assistant principal in schools with 15 or more teachers. Additional

teachers are allotted by the state for "enrichment" purposes (such as guidance

counselors, librarians, and teachers
\

of vocational courses, music and art), but

hor grades nine through twelve only.

.

In-redent years the state has gradually reduced its pupil-teacher allotment

ratio for-elementary grades. It was 30:1 prior to 1969-70, reduced to 29:1 in

1969770;_reduced to 28:1 in 1970-71 and reduced again to 27:iJ.n 1971-72. Since

then,- requests have been made to reduce the ratio for elementary,gradea to 26:1 and

eventually to 25:1 as prOvided for secondary schools.-

The number of teachers allotted at the junior high level (grades seven and

eight) varies. If classes are self-contained, i.e., the teacher has thesame

number of students all day, then the elementary allotment is used. If classes

are departmentalized, i.e., a teacher does not teach the same students all day

but rather, different classes, then the allotment for grades seven and eight is

the same as for secondary :schools (25:1), provided the junior high teacher is

certified as a secondary teacher.

2 N. 8 N

\
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The state. uses a different ratio for allotting teachers in special education.

For teachers of haudicapped students, the range is one teacher for every three to

. 18 pupils, depending upon the handicap. For the gifted, the ratio is one teacher

per 18-7.24 students.

Most systems employmore teachers than the number allotted by the state.

During the past ten years, the nuiber of regular and special education teachers

employed by local school systems above state allotment was:

School Year

No. Teachers
Employed Above

Allotment'* ;> School Year

No. Teachers
Employed Above
Allotment

1963-64 155 1969-70 1,494

1964-65 267 1970-71 1,566

1965-66 373 1971-72 863

1966-67 715 1972-73 881

1967-68 865 1973-74 977

1968-69 1,182 1974-75 1,537

The number of teachers employed above state allotment by school system during

the past three years is shown in Table 1.

.

The:pupil7teacher ratio is lees than the state standard of 27:1 for kinder-

garten and elementary and 25 :1 for secondary because the state allows more teachers

for smaller schools, and some systems employ more teachers -than the state allots.

For example, the pupil-teacher ratio, excluding special education teachers, for

1974-75 is 26.8 to one for kindergartens; 23.2 to one for elementary grades; and

19.1 to one for secondary grades. The state average for all grades is 21.2 to one.

-While the state allots=teachers on a school-by-school basis, with a lower

pupil-teacher ratio for secondary schools, the local systems can determine how

many teachers are assigned to individual schools. All that the state requires for

a system to receive funds for tI.J number of allotted teachers is that it employ the

total number.allotted for the entire system. Hence, a system may assign fewer

teachers to elementary schools than the formula would indicate and assign them to

high schools, or it may employ "enrichment" teachers such as guidance counselors

and librarians at elementary schools rather than regular classroom teachers. In

other words, the decision as to lulw many teachers are assigned t7) a particular

school and the use made of them is a local one.
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. Table 1.

NUMBER OF.TEACHERS EMPLOYED ABOVE STATE ALLOTMENT

. (Regular and Special Education Teachers)

School System 1972-71

Acadia 2

Allen 3
Ascension. 20

Assumption 0

Avoyelles 0

---Beauregard_ 20
Bienville 2

Bossier 4

Caddo 120

Calcasieu 95
Caldwell'
Cameron 14
Catahoula 0

Claiborne- 0

- Concordia 0

Tacitcy 2
EastRatoaRouge 159

East Carroll 0

East Teliciana 0

'Evangeline -, 0

Franklin- 0

Grant 0

Iberia 19

Iberville 3
ZaCkbon 5

Jefferson - 1

Jefferson Davis 13
Lafayette 33
_Lafourdho 7
LaSalle
Lincoln-

7
0

Livingston 6

Madison 2

192.3=211. 19714_75

2
6

14
\o

6

169
120

0

14
2
0

0

o

166

8

9
19

3
8
0

2
259
128
\1

a
0

1
1

234

0 0

0 0

0 0

1 4
19 20
1 7
0 0

2 83

6 1

55 52

5 29
0

8 9

3 12
.8 3

* Does not, total exactly due to rounding.

School System 1972-71

Morehouse 4

Natchitoches 1

Orleans 99
Ouachita 5

Plaquomines 7
Pointe Coupee 9
-Rapidea-- 41
-Red River 7
Richland 0

Sabine
St. Bernard
St. Charles
St. Helena,

St. James
Stjam-the
St. Landry

\3t.-Martin
St.-Mary
St\Tatmany
Tangipahoa
TensW
TerrebOhne
,Union

Vermilion'
Vernon
Washington
Webster
West Baton Rouge
West Carroll
West Feliciana
Winn
City of Monroe
City of Bogalusa

1
10
1

0

Baptist 30

7

9
23

0

6

TOTAL-

..
0

21
0

0
36
o

0

b
o

cl6

881

1973-74 1974-75

9
8

159 292
12 18

9

3 12

1
10

6

2
9-

o 2
1 2

32 37
8 23
0 2

38 19

16 24

0- 7
0- _ 0

0- 10

4- -0

36- -61
1 5
0 0-

3o 3o

1 2

0 0

0 0

0 0

10 20

977 1,537

Source: Lovisiana State Department of Education, School Finance and Statistics.
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Table 2 shows the pupil-teacher ratios for the 1974-75 school year, by

local system. Included as "teachers" are those not directly responsible for

classroom instruction such as nonteaching principals and assistant principals,

guidance counselors and librarians -- all of whom are reimbursable as teachers

under the state formula. Excluded, except in the last coluMn of Table 2, are

teachers-whose salaries are payable from federal funds; data is not available

as to grades taught by federal teachers. The data includee the number of teachers

allotted and employed plus teacher's employed above state allotment.

The greatost range in pupil-teacher ratios is at the kindergarten level --

18.1 pupils per teacher in Cameron to a high of 36.5 to one in Assumption.

(Three systems still do not have any kindergartens, and some that do lack enough

facilities to take care of all who may wish to attend.) lAt the elementary level,

the lowest ratio is 17.9 pupils per teacher in Red Riveriand the highest is 27.6

to one in Iberville. The variance at the secondary level runs from 13.3 pupils

per teacher in Tenses to 24.3 to one in Plaquemines. When all three levels are

combined, the system with the lowest pupil-teacher ratio is Cameron (17.2 to one)

and the system with the highest ratio is Jefferson (2342 to one). If federally

paid teachers are included, the pupil-teacher ratios vinge flan 16.9 to one in

both Cameron and Catahoula to a high of 23.2 to one in Jefferson.

The data shown in Table 2 does not seem to indicate pupil-teacher ratios are/

unduly high in any system, with the possible exception of kindergartens j.:n some
-----

locales. However, these are averages for an entire school system, and dojiot

reveal actual classroom situations. Also, as noted, persons other 'than classr4m

teachers are included in the ratios.
#

Size of Classes in Elementary Grades

In order to gain insight into pupil-teacher raitioS, the staff of the Governor's

Education Study Committee surveyed the number of students in the elementary classes

(grades one through eight) in each public school with such classes. SourCeof

this data is the Annual School Report, 1924-75 School Session, submitted by each

school to the Louisiana Department of Education. This report shows every faculty

member in a school, along with his teaching schedule and the number of students

in,each.of his classes throughout the day. A total of 105,756 elementary classes

were counted in the 66 local public school systems.
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Table 2.

PUPIL - TEACHER RATIOS,* BY GRADE LEVEL AND SCHOOL SYSTEM, 1974-75

(Based on State Allotment Plus Other Teachers Employed Above Allotment)
TOTAL INCL.

SCHOOL SYSTEM

Acadia
Allen
Ascension
Assumption
Avoyelles
Beaufegard
Bienville
Bossier
Caddo
Calcasieu
Caldwell
Cameron
Catahoula
Claiborne
Concordia
DeSoto
East Baton Rouge
East Carroll
East = Feliciana

Evangeline
Franklin
Grant
-Iberia
IberviIle
Jackdon
Jefferson
Jefferson Davis
Lafayette
Lafourche
LaSalle
Lincoln
Livingston
Madison
Morehouse
Natchitoches
Orleans
Ouachita'
Plaquemines
Pointe Coupee
Rapides
Red River
Richland
Sabine
St. Bernard
St. Charles
St. Helena
St. James
St. John the Baptist
St. Landry

KINDERGARTEN ELEMENTARY SECONDARY TOTAL
FEDERAL
TEACHERS

25.3 20.0 22.7 21.4 20.8

28.8 24.6 17.7 21.0 20.7

30.8 24.8 18.5 21.8 20.9

36.5 23.5 21.6 23.0 21.6
23.7 24.9 17.0 20.4 20.4
25.8 24.4 18.0 21.2 21.2

22.8
27.9

21.8
23.48

17.0
20.1

19.3
ab

21.9
18.4

ab
21.3

31.5 21.6a 19.0a 20.6a- 19.7a
25.3 22.7 18.4 - 20.3 19.8

32.0 23.9a 20.4a 22.5a 20.1
a

18.1 19.3 15.1 17.2 16.9
23.7 15.3 18.9 16.9

25.8 23.6 15.5 19.3- 17.3

34.6 22.7 17.9 20.7 20,0

25.3 24,5 17.0 20.4 19.2

26.1 !20,8 20.4 20.9 20.-8

- 0 - 24.4 18.2 21.3 19.-2

20.5 22.3 17.3 20.0 . 18.6

22.8 24.9 17.5 21.4

26.1 22.3 17.7 20.0 18.5

25.4
24.1

24.6
25.6

16.6
19.1

20.3
22.1

20.3-
20.-6-

25.1 27.6 16.1 20.6
22.5 23.5 16.6 19.6
- 0 - 25.2a 21.5a 23.2.- 23.2'

27.9 24.3 17.9 20.8 20.2
24.1 22.1 21.2 21.7 20.7

27.9 23.2 19.5 21.5 . 20.9

27.0-- 22.2 19.6 21.2 20.7a

25.9 23.7a 17.68 20.38 19.3-

28.6 23.4 18.0 20.6 20.1

32.0 24.3 17.8 21.0 19.8

25.0 24.0 19.4 21.6a 20,4a

24.0 21.88 17.0: 19.4a
18.2

27.6 25.0- 18.8- 21.9 20.9a

26..9 23.0 19.2 22.% 21.1,

2(1.1 19.2 24.3° 21.2.- 19.7°

21.6 25.0 16.3 19.9 19.0

26.6 23.9 19.8 21.9 21.9

25.8 17.9 19.9 19.2 17.%
20.8 23.28 18.28 20.8 19.3'

29.2 19.0 21.4 20.6 19.2
b

28.8 20.4
b

22.4 21.9 21.8
29.4 22.3 20.9 21.9 21.3

26.0 24.3 14.5 19.9 18.6

25.8 22.0 18.8 20.6 19.2

31.3 19.5 17.6 19.0 18.0-

26.1 24.8 17.2 20.8 19.9

72
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Table 2 (Continued)

SCHOOL SYSTEM KINDERGARTEN ELEMENTARY SECONDARY

TOTAL INC
FEDERAL.

TOTAL TEACHPf1B-

St. Martin 26.3 23.3 19.9 21.8 19.8
St. Mary 24.7 23.0 20.0 21.6 21.0
St. Tammany 22.8 25.8 17.9 21.2 20.8
Tangipahoa 32.8 23.3 18.4 21.0 19.8
Tensas 28.0 24.3' 13.3 19.6 17.1
Terrebonne 25.2 23.1 20.6 22.1 21.8
Union 21.6 24.0 16.7 19.6 19.2'

Vermilion 20.9 18.8 19.5 19.2 18.5
Vernon 29.9 24.3 17.2 21.4' 20.7

Washington 26.2 22.0 18.8a 20.6a - 20.6a
Webster 26.3 22.4 17.2a 19.7

a
18.6a

West Baton Rouge - o - 24.2 16.7 20.8- 19.2-
West Carroll 25.8 24.7 15.2 19.2 18.0

West Feliciana 29.3 23.1 18.0 20.6 19-.3

uidn- 24.8 23.8 15.6 19.-6 18.6
Zity-Of'Monroe 29.9 23.3 19.0 21.2 20.1
-City of -Bogalusa 27.9 22.6 / 19.7 21.3 20.1
-STATE 26.8 23.2 19.1 _21.2 20.5-

* Excludes all special education teachers, 23.5 teachers with-less-than two
-yeara of college whose salaries are not paid by the state, and -11- special
day care center teachers. Includes guidance counselors and librarians.
-Gxedes seven and eight may be considered "elementary" in some instances
and "secondary° in others, depending upon-the organization of the school.

a - Excludes teachers 136 sabbatical leave who are counted along with their
replacements in the state computations.

b - Excludes community college teachers who are not secondary teachers, but
are included in state computatinn of teachers.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, School Finance and Statistics.

orr,"/
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The staff decided to omit from the tabulation the nontypical class which

would have an unusually small or large number of.students because of its nature.

Omitted were special education classes, reading and mathematics laboratories-aid

other remedial classes which characteristically have few students. Also excluded-

were music, band and chorus classes as well as physical education classes which

frequently have an abnormally large number of pupils per teacher.

In counting teachers in a classroom situation, enrichment personnel (such

as -helping teachers, teachers' aides, resource teachers, nrateadhing principals

and assistant principals, guidance counselors-1 librarians, speech therapists,

itinerant teachers and Council fOr the Development of French in Louisiana*-= CODOFIL

teachers) were eliminated.

Theactual -hours that a teacher sPend in-a- classroom in a learning situation

.were- used -as the basis for tabulating the number of classes. In folloviing_

teachersv schedules, lunch and recess breaks were exclUded as were homeroom; irtudY

hall; Professional, planning or coordinating periods_ for teachers; diagnostic-and

skiil-deteloPment periods; work-adjustment-and related-studies; and activity

yeriods. It was necessary to ,count "departmentalized'' classes as separate classes

since-the number of students taught -by a teacher varied for one priod to another.

-To gibe- proper weight to- "self- contained " classes (those in which-a teacher has

the same students throughout the day), each period of a self-contained class was

counted as a separate class -- either five or six classes depending upon the

particular studypetiods whidliwere defined for this survey as 45 to 60 minutes.

A few schools were excluded -- one-teacher schools such as Australia Island;

special schools for exceptional, handicapped or hospitalized children; and 23

schools with incomplete reports.

To facilitate the tabulation, unusually small and large sized classes were

grouped into categories, generally a range of five students. However, for classes

with 20 to 35 studentO, a count was made for each number, i.e.,,classes with 20

students, 2i, 22, 23, etc. Of particular importance are those classes with less

than 20 students and more than 35. Classes with fewer than 20 students would seem

to be too small to make efficient use of teachers, whereas those with more than 35 do

not conform to standards for staWapproval of schools which stipulate that 35 is the

maximum enrollment allowed in a class or section. (State Department of Education,

Handbook for School Administrators, Bulletin No.- 741, Revised, p. 30.)
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Appendix A showe detailed s"f tabulations for each of the lolal school_

systems.

Findings

To pinpoint teacherstaffing problems that might exist -- situations with

very large or very small elementary classes -- the staff -omputed the percentage
.

of elementary Classes according to various ranges in number of students.
N

Classes Falling_Aboye or Below State Ratio: Of the 105,756 elementary classes

tabulated, 52.1 percent have 27 or fewer students,, thereby either meeting or

falling below the state allotted ratio. Falling above the 27 to one ratio, 26.7

percent of the classes have 28-30 pUpils; 18.6,percent have 31-35 pupils, and-only

2.6 percent have 36 or more pupils. (See Table 3.)

Most systems (52 of 66) have over half of their elementary classes with -g7

or less students. (Sea Table 3.) Five large urban areas were included in the

14 systems where more than half of the classes have 28 .or.th restudents. These_

urban systems are Caddo (55.2 perCent);!Jefferson (71..6 ercent); Lafayette

(52.2 percent); Orleans (63.5 percent);r and Pnpides (50.8 percent). The other nine

s:p. 'ems where a majority of classes have 28 or more students are Assumption (55.3

percent); Evangeline (54.1 percent); Iberia (55.8 ,percent); Jefferson Davis (55:0

percent); St. Helena (55.7 percent); St. Mary(52.9 percent); Terrebbilne (55.7 percent

Vernon (56.4 percent); and the City of Bogalusa (50.8 percent). Figure 1 shows for

each system the distribution elementary classes according to various numbers of

students.

Smar. Classes: School systems were ranked according to the proportion of

elementary classes With fewer than 20 students. (See Figure 2.) Catahoula has

the largest proportion of clessps in:this group -- 39.3 percent, followed by

Cameron (36.3 percent) and DeSoto (3'0.3 percent). For the most part, those

systems 4th a substantial proportion of classes with less than 20 students we

concentrated in the north and central parts of the state where population is

,1,1111MIIMMIMI

declining. Over half the systems (34) have less than percent of their classes

with fewer than 20 students. St. Martin has the smallest percentage of small

classes (1.3 percent). Statewide, 7.5 cent of all elementary classes have less

than 20 students.
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) Table 3.

RANGE IN CLASS SIZE OF LOUISIANA PUBLIC SCHOOLS, GRADES 1-8
1974-75 SCHOOL YEAR

PERCENT OF ELEMENTARY CLASSES WITH STUDENTS

SCHOOL SYSTEM
NO. CLASSES
GRADES 1-8

27 OR
FEWER 28-30 31-35

36 AND
MORE

Acadia 1,629 52.5% 31.0% 15.8% 0.7%
Allen 582 53.6 14.3 28.7 , 3.4

Ascension 1,368 55,0 23.0 18:4 3.6
Assumption 700 44.7 29.1 25.0 1.1

Avoyelles 1,260 67.1 23.6 8.9 0.3

Beauregard 861 55.5 19.3 20.9 4.3

Bienville 508 59.4 23.4 15.9 1.2

Bossier 1,871 60.0 14.8 16.9 8.4

Caddo 5,349 44.8 33.6 20.7 0.9

Calcasieu 5,180 57.8 28.0 13.7 0.5
Caldwell 180 85.0 6.Q 6.1 2.2

Cameron 342 75.7 12.3 11.7 0.3

Catahoula 425 76.5 14.4 9.2 0.0 ,

Claiborne .- 493 72.8 22.1 4.7 0.4
Concordia 729 74.4 18.5 6:7 0.4
DeSoto- 628 75.0 15.6 4.9 4.5

East Baton Rouge 81004 54.4 27.3 17.1 1.1

East Carroll 371 69.3 17.0 13.5 0.3
East Feliciana 536 60.1 24.2 15.7 0.0

Evangeline 1,015 45.9 37.3 11.8 4.9

Franklin 894 59.6 23.4 15.7 1.3

Grant 501 55.1 23.0 21.0 -, 1.0

Iberia 2,038 44.2 29:4 23.8 2.6

Iberville 933 68.5 18.6 ' 12.8 Ocl

Jackson 421 62.2 20.4 t 14.5 2.8

Jefferson 7,901 28.4 28.1 35.6 7.9

Jefferson Davis 894 45.0 28.9 25.1 1.1

Lafayette 3,778 47.8 32.6 18.9 0.7

Lafourehe 2,489 63.6 29.1 7.3. 0.1,
LaSalle 487 63.2 26.5 .tt 10.1 0.2
Lincoln 710 54.2 26.9 17/5 1.4

Livingston 1,564 50.6 26.2 17.8 5.4

Madison 503- 53.9 33.0 11.9 1.2

Morehouse 1,022 57.2 14.4 25.2 3.1

Natchitoches 1,242 75.9 15.5 8.2 0.4

Orleans 11,954 36.5 37.7 23.0 2.8
Ouachita 2,458 59.7 21.3 1/.7 1.4

Plaquemines 803 66.2 ,24.9 8.0 0.9

Pointe Coupee 723 60.3 18.0 13.3 8.4

Rapides 3,518 49.2 25.0 23.3 2.5

Red River 278 80.2 15.1 4.7 0.0

Richland 705 58.3 20.8 20.6 0.3

Sabine 598 72.4 13.9 11.0 2.7
St. .Wftard 1,382 '51.2 26.3r 21.1 1.3

St. Charles 1,109 53.0 30.0 15.4 1.5

St. Helena. 341 , 44.3 '35.8 18.8 1.2

276
(Continued)
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Table 3 (Continued)

117.,

PERCENT OF ELEMENTARY CLASSES WITH STUDENT

SCHOP EM

St. James
St. n the Baptist
St. Lanary
St, Martin
St. Mary
St: Tammany
Tangipahoa
Tensas
Terrebonne
,Union
Vermilion
Vernon
Washington
Webster

-WestEaton Rouge
WW-Carroll
WekFeliciana
Winn
City of Monroe
City of Bogalusa
STATE

NO. CLASSES
GRADES 1-8

27 OR
FEWER 28-30

36 AND
31-35 ./e MOPE

736 67.4% 21.6% 11,0% 0.0%

833 84.5 12.8 2.6 0.0.

2,900 57.9 19.7 17.6 4.8'

1,176 53.2 30.5 14.6 1,7
2,147 47.1 27.8 22.4 2.6

2,547 55.6 19.6 18.3 6.6

1,962 58.4 . 26.2 13.4 2.0

330 87.0 9.4 1.8 1.8

3,004 44.3 32.7 22.7 0.3

613. 83.0 10.9 5.4 0.6

1,448 73.6 19.1 6.2 1.1

1,188 43.6 14.6 27.4 14.4

727 68.0 , 19.3 .10.3' 1.8

1,157, 64.4 J 15.0 17.6 \\ .3.1

565 '54.3 ' 31.2 13.4 1.1

489 80.0 13.3 5.3 1.4-

'250 95.6 4.4 0.0, 0.0

.538- 51.7 31.6 16.2 0.6

1,221 57.4 25.1 15.4- 2.1

648 49.2 40.6 10.2' 0.0

105,756 52.1 26.7 18.6; 2.6

Source:. Staff tabulation from Louisiana State DepE7tment ofEducation,
Annual School Re ort for the School Year 1974-75.
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Figure 1.

PERCENTAGE OF ELEMENTARY CLASSES, ACCORDING TO CLASS SIZE

(1974-75 SCHOOL YEAR)

ACADIA

r2

52.5% 31.0% 15.8% II 0.7%

27 or fewer

ALLEN

28 - 30 31 - 35 36 or more

53.6% 14.3% 28.7%
]

27 or fewer

ASCENSION

28 -30 31 -35

55.0%. 23.0% 18.4%

27 or fewer

ASSUMPTION

28-30 31 - 35

------\_.

44.7% 29.1% 25.0%

27 or fewer

AVOyELLES

28 - 30

3.4%

36 or more

'3.6%

36 or more

31 - 35 36 or more

67.1%

27 or fewer

BEAUREGARD

23.6% 8.9, 0.3%

28 30 31-35 36 or more

55.5% 19.3% . 20.9%

A

27 or fewer
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(Continued)
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28 - 30 31 - 35

4.3%

36 or more
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Figure 1. (Continued)

,BIENVILLE

59.4% 23.4% 15.9% '

r

27 or fewer

BOSSIER

28-30 31 -35

60.0% 14.8% 16.9% a.4%

27 or fetsier

CADDO

1.2%

%

36 or more

28 - 30 31 - 35 36 or more/

44.8%.

27 or fewer

CALCAPJEU

33.6% '20.7%

8-30 31 -35

L
57.8%'

27 or fewer

CALDWELL

28.0%

( .

28 - 30

0-.9%-

36 or more

13.7% II 0.-5%

31 7 35 36-or more

85..01 - 6.75.1
%; %

27 or fewer

CAMERON

2.2%

u 31 36 or more
30 35

75.7% 12.3%

. 27 or fewer
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0.3%

28-30 31-35 36 or more



Figure 1. (Continued)

CATAHOULA

76.5% 14.4% 9.2

27 or fewer 28 - 30 31-35

CLAIBORNE

.`--777 or fewer

CONCORDIA

72.8% 22.1%

* *

47 0.4%

28 - 30 31 36 or more
35

DE SOTO

28 - 30 31 36 or more
35

75.0%

.

15.6% 40

%
45

%

27 or'fewer-

EAST BATON ROUGE

54. f% 27.3%

27 or fewer 28 - 30

EAST CARROLL

69.3%

t*

27 or fewer 28

280
No classes with 36 or more students

(Continued)

28 - 30 31 36 or more

17.1% -1.1%

31 - 35 36 or more

17.0% 13.5% 0.3%

- 30 31-35 36 or more
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Figure 1. (Continued)

EAST FELICIANA

60.1% 24.2% 15.7%

27 or fewer

EVANGELINE

28-30 31 -35

0..

45.9% 37.3%' 11.8%

27 or fewer

FRANKLIN

28-30

* *

4.9%

31 - 34 36 or more

59.6% 23.4% 15.7%

I i
27 or fewer

GRANT

28-30

1.3%

31 - 35 36 or more

55.1% 23.0% 21.0%

27 or fewer

IBERIA,

28-30 31 35 36 or more

44.2% 29.4% 23.8%

27 or fewer

IBERVILLE

28-30

68.5%

31 - 35

2.6%

36 or more

27 or fewer
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Figure 1. (Continued)

JACKSON

62,2% 20.4% 14.5%

27 or fewer

JEFFERSON

28-30

2.8%

31 - 35 36 or more

28.4%

%

28.1% 35.6% 7 .9%

2 r rewer

JEFFERSON DAVIS

45.0% 28.9% 25.1%

or more

27 or fewer

LAFAYE4TE

28-30 31 -35 36 or mo:le

47.8%

27 or fewer

LAFOURCHE

32.6% 18.9%

63.6%

27 or fewer

LA SALLE

0.7% ,

28 30 31 - 35 36 or more

29.1% 73% 0.1%

...,
28 - 30 31 36 or more

35

282
(Continued)

10.1 0.2%

1-35
*
36 or more

'44
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Figure 1. (Continued)

LINCOLN

54.2% 26.9% 17.5%

27 or fewer

LIVINGSTON

28 -30

1.4%

31 - 35 36 or more

.50.6%
.

.

2 6.2% 17.8%

.

5 A

%

27 or fewer

MADISON

28 -.30 31 35 36 or more

53.9% 33.0% 11.9 1.2%-

27 OD fewer

MOREHOUSE

28 - 30 31-35. 36 or more

57.2% , 14.4% 25.2%

27 or "fewer

NATCHITOCHES

28-30- 31 -35

3.1%

36 or more

75.9% 15.5% 8.2 0.4%

27 or fewer 28 - 30 31 36 or more
'35

ORLEANS

36.5% 37.7% 23.0%

27 or fewer
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31 -35

2.8%

36 or more



Figure 1. (Continue6)

. OUACHITA

59.7% 21.3% 17.7%
e

I

27 or fewer

PLAQUEMINES

27 or fewer

POINTE COUPEE

1.4%

28 - 30 31 - 35 36 or more

28-30 31-35 36 or more

60.3% 18.0% 13.3% 3.4%

27 or fewer

RAPIDES

28 - 30 31 - 35 36 or more

49.2%
.

,

25.0% 23.3%

i

27 or fewer

RED RIVER

26 -30 31 -35

2.5%

36 or more

80.2% 15.1%

27 or fewer

RICHLAND

28-30 31

35

58.3% 20.8% 20.6%

*4

27 or fewer 28-30

28.1
No classes with 36 or more students

(Continued)

4.7%

0.3%

* *

31 - 35 36 or more
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Figure 1. (Continued)

SABINE

le

72.4% 13.9% 11.0%

f

27 or fewer

ST. BERNARD

2.7%

28-30 31-35 36 or more

51.2% / 26.3% 21.1%

27 or fewer

ST. CHARLES

1.3%

28 - 30 31 - 35 36 or more

53.0% 30.0% 15.4%

27 or fewer

ST. HELENA

28-30

,5%

31 35- 36- or -More

44.3%

Ir

35.8% 18.8% f j 1.12%

more27 or fewer

ST. JAMES

67.46

27 or fewer

ST. JOHN THE BAPTIST

28 - 30 31 - 35 3E

21.6% 11.0%

28- 30 31-35

84.5% '

27 Ur ?ewer

285/

4.* /.No Classes with 36 or more students

(Cdntinued)

* *

28,- 30 31
35



Figure 1. (Continued)

ST. LANDRY

57.9% 19.7% 17.6%

IT
27 or fewer

ST. MARTIN

4.8%

28 - 30 '7,1 - 35 36 or more

53.2% 30.5% 14.6%'

27 or fewer

ST. MARY

28 - 30

47.1%

__

27.8% 22.4%

i

I_

(

27 or fewer

ST: TAMMANY

28 -30

1.7%

36 or more

31 - 35 36 or more

55.6% 19.6%

27 or fewer

TANGIPAHOA

28 -30

18.3% 5.6

31 - 35 :36 or more

I

58.4% 26.2% 1314%

/

27 or fewer

TENSAS

4

87.0%

28-30 -35

2.0%

36 or more

9.4 1.8%
1.8%

27 ur fewer

a
;g3{;

:d!

(Continued)

28-30 31 - 35
36 or more
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Figure 1. (Continued)

TERREBONNE

44.3%' 32.7% 22.7%

27 or fewer

UNION

28 =30 31 - 35

0.3%

b
36 or more

27 or fewer

VERMILION

27 or fewer

VERNON

73-.6%

28

.6%

28-30 31 36. or ,core

35

19.1% 6.2 .1%

%-

,1 36 or more
35

- 30

43.6% 14.6% 27.4% 14.4%

27 or fewer

WASHINGTON

28 - 30 31 - 35

68.6%

27 or fewer

WEBSTER

36 or more

19.3%. 10..3 1.8%

r."-

28 -N, 31-35 36 or more

64.4%
.

15.0% 17.6%
7

27 or fewer
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Figure (Continued)

WEST BATON ROUGE

/

54.3% 31.2% 13.4%

. /

27 or fewer

WEST CARROLL

28 -30 31 - 35 36 or more

80.0% 13.3% 3.3

27 or fewer

WEST FELICEANA

28-30 31
35

27 or fewer

WINN

95.6%

1.4%

36-or more

4.4%

51.7% 31.6%

27 or fewer

CITY OF-7-MONROE

28 -30

28-30

31-35

C

"--,,,

57.4% 25.1% 15.4%

27 or fewer

CITY OF 80GALUSA

49.2%

28 - 30 31 - 35

40:6% 10.2%

*

* *

2563r
No classes with 31-35 students

No classes with 36 or, more students

24%

36 or MOTO



Figure 1. (Continued)

STATE TOTAL

52.1% 26.7% 18.6%

27 or fewer

ONE

-276

28 - 30

J

.15%

31 - 35 ,36 or more

)Source: Lauisiana State -Departfnent of Education's -Annual
School = Report for the School =Year 1974-75.



Figure. 2.

PERCENT OF CLASSES IN GRADES 1-8 WITH LESS THAN 20 STUDENTS,
BY SCHOOL SYSTEM, 1974-75 SCHOOL YEAR

RANK SCHOOL SYSTEM PERCENT*

1 Catahoula 39.3
2 Cameron 36.3
3 DeSoto 30.3
4 Claiborne 29.8
5 Red River 28.1
6 :Natchitoches 27.6
7 Caldwell 26.7
8 Winn 24.9
9 Union 24.8
10 LaSalle 24.0
11 Sabine 23.8
12 St. John 22.3
13 Bossier 22.0
14 East Carroll 21.3
15 Beauregard 17.8
16 Vermilion 17.0
17 Jackson 16.9
17 Washington 16.9
19 West Carroll 16.4
20 Iberville 14.4
21 Bienville 13.8
21 East Feliciana 13.8
23' Morehouse 13.7
24 Pointe Coupee 13.6
25 Franklin =135
25 St. James 13.5
27 Concordia 13.3
28- Allen 12.7
28 Tensas 12.7
30 Lincoln 12.5
31 Webster 11.1

32 Livingston 910.5
33 St. Landry , 9.8
34 West Baton Rouge 9.7

35 St.- Tammany' 9.6
35 West Feliciana 9.5

37 City of Monroe 9.3
38 Avoyelles 8.8
%38 Richland 8.8
40 St. Helena 8.5
41 Madison 7.6
41 St. Charles 7.6
43 Ascension 7.2
44 Iberia 7.0
44 Ouachita 7.0
46 Vernon 6.8
47 Calcasieu 5.9

48 Assumption 5.6

49 Acadia 5.5
49 Lafayette 5.5
51 Jefferson Davis 5.2

52 Evangeline 5.0
53 Caddo 4.9
54 Piaquemines 4.5
55 Grant 4.0
56 City of Bogalusa 3.9

57 Tangipahoa 3.5
58 Lafourche 3.4

59 St. Mary / 3.0
60 Rapides 2.7
61 [ East Baton Rouge 2.6
62 Terrebonne 2.4-

63 Jefferson 2.0
64 Orleans 1.8
65 St. Bernard 1.7
66 St. Martin 1.3

'State average is 7.5%. 2g0
Source: Staff tabulation from the State-Department of Educationts Annual

School_RebartlforAhe-_School Xear 1974-75.



Overcrowded Classes: Figure 3 ranks school systems according to the percentage

of classes with 36 or more students. Vernon has the bigge,r( problem -- 14.4 percent

of its Classes fall within this range. Bossier and Pointe Coupee follow with 8.11-

percent each; Jefferson is net with 7.9 percent and St. Tammany has 6.6 percent

of its classes with 36 or more pupils. Eighteen systems have less than 1 percent

of their elementary classes with 36 or more students, and seven systems have no

such classes. The state average of elementary classes with 36 or more students

1s 2.6 percent.

AveraRe Class Size: Table 4 shows the average class size for those elementary

classes, grades one through eight, tabulated by the staff and discussed above.

The average class size varies rom 29.9 in:Jefferson to 21.5 in Catahoula -; the

state average is 26.8. There a 16 systeMs with an average class size larger

than 27. Most of these are ban with large numbers of students, thus raising

the state average. It should be noted that an average may be a composite of extremes

and may not represent the typical situation. The actual classroom situations in

which some systems had = =significant= portions =of classes that were both unduly small

and large were discussed:, above .

Interstate =Ccitaparisons

The U.S. Office of Education, its annual series, Statistics Of Public

Elementary ;and Secondary Day Schools, publisfies interstate comparisons of pupil-
.

teacher ratios. Data for this series is furnished by research and statistics

personnel in each 'state department Of education and is based on a standardized

questionnaire. ThiS data does not indicate the size of actual classes, but giv

insight as to staffing patterns of teachers among states.

-Table 5- Shows= -that -the-pupil-tea-cher -ratio in= -Louisiana =as= wen:ail-other

states las- -Sinc-e- 1970,,Ehowever, -Louisiana-1s pupil-teacher- ratio=ratio,

has -dropped -at =a greater rates than is- true for the_=itation._ -There- was_ a -airlift-
-dant- lowering: of Louisiana -'-s- ratio -in 1972, --which continued in 1973-. -For- the- tirst_

Louisiarrat s- ratio- Was- leas= than that- of the -United= States- in 197--and_

=continued-, to be- _below the -U.S. -1973-. leuisiana' s. 1973_ ratio,_ lase&-en data

reported= to the 11.S._ -Office Of- -Education,: _was, 20.1 pupilS per teacher compared= to-

-21.4- -far -all states-. Louisiana' -s rank -among _states from -highest_ to lowest ratio,-

= has= ranged- from 13th in_ 1963- to- 37th_ in- 197-3.
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Figure 3.

PERCENT OF CLASSES IN GRADES 1-8 WITH 36 AND MORE STUDENTS,
BY SCHOOL SYSTEM, 1974-75 SCHOOL YEAR

RANK SCHOOL SYSTEM PERCENT'

1 Vernon 14.4
2 Bossier 8.4
2 -Pointe Coupee 8.4
14 Jefferson 7.9
5 St. Tammany 6.6
6 Livingston 5.-4
7 Evangeline . 4.9
8 -St.-Landry A4.8
9 DeSoto 4.5
10 Beeuregerd 4.3-
11 Ascension 3.6
12 Allen 3.4
13- Morehouse 3.1
13 Webster 3.1
15- Jackson 2.8
15 Orleans 2.8
17 Sabine 2.7
-18 Iberid 2.6
18- St. Mary 2.6
20 Rapides 2.5
21- Caldwell 2.2-
22 City or:Monroe 2.1
23 'Tongipahoa 2.0
24- Tenaab, 1.8
2(. -Washington 141
26 St-, Martin 1.7
27 -St.-Charles 1,5
28 Linceln . 1.4
28 Ouachita'. / 1:4-
28 -West Carroll_ 1.4
31 .Franklin 1.3
31 St.-Bernard 1.3-

33 Bienville 1.2
33 -Madisbn 1,2
33 St. Helena 1.2
36 Assumption 1,1
36 -Eabt Baton:Rouge- 1.1
16 Jefferson-Davie 1.1
36 -Vermtlien 1.1
36 WeetEBaten:Reugei 1.1
41 Grent 1.0
42 Caddo 0.9
42 Plaquemihes t 0.9
44 -Acadia 0.7
44- Lafayette 0.7
46 Uni-on 0.6
46 =Wihn

t
0.6

48 -Calcasieu 0.5
49- ClaibOine- 0.4
49 Concordia 0.4
49 Natchitoches! 0.4
52 -Avoyelles 0.3
52 Cameron 0.3
52 :East Carrell 0.3
52 Richland 0.3
52 Terrebonne 0.3-
57 -LaSalle 0.2
58 Iberville 0,1
58 Lefoorche ' 0.1"
60 Cetehoule- 0.0
60 East Feliciano 0.0
60 Red River 0.0
a/ St. James 0.0
-60 . St, John 0.0
'60 West Feliciano 0.0-
-60 City of Bogeluse- 0.0

'State avera_a is 2.6%. -292
Sourco: Staff -tabulation from thel3tate ,DepartMent of Education's Annual

chnn °Rp °ort -For the School Year 1'374 -75. 279-.
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Table 5.

TREND IN PUPILS ENROLLED PER TEACHER, PUEILLEMENTARY
AND*SECONDARY SCHOOLS

LOUISIANA AND U.S.

FALL LOUISIANA
\

RATIO U. S. RATIO LOUISIANA RANK
(a)

1963- 26:8

1964 26.2

1965, 25.6

11966 24.9

1967 24.4

1968 23.9

1969 23.7-

1970 23,1

197-1 '22-.-9

1972

1973- -204

Ranked frOm -high- to low.
b -= Tied -- with another state(s).
c Two states not i'epOrting.

25.5 \\ 13

25.1 1\5

24.6 15

24.1 16b \
23.7 h.

.,

18b
.\

23.1 16
b

22.7 13
b

22.3 181

-22.3 22

21.8 .

-2-1-.4 3-7

Source: U. S. ',Office =of Education, 'National Center =for Educational
Statistics, Statiatica of -Public -Elementary anft_SecondarV
-Day Sbhoolo, Fall, Annual Serieb.
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Table-6 shows that in the fall of 1973 (latest published data), Louisiana

-had the lowest pupil- teacher ratio among the 13 southern states; this same

ranking was true for the fall of 1972 also.

Comment

There is no consensus as to the ideal pupil-teacher ratio. Some contend

that the quality of instruction does not necessarily go up as the ratio goes down;

teachers may perform the same with 20 or 40 students, although a smaller class
,

means fewer students to contend with and fewer papers to grade. Others argue that

a small class allows a teacher to give students more individual attention and to

become more innovative with new techniques and instructional materials; allows

t students to engage in more creative and thinking processes and get along with

each gther better; and improves management and discipline in the classroom.

The staff tabulation revealed a surprisingly large number of school systems

with a significant poAior. of small classes with less than 20 students. Over-

crowded classes with more than 36 students -ware not nearly.as prevalent as small

classes. Sin.:e the state pays for a- teacher for every 27 students in the elementary

grades (or a teacher for every 25 students at the seventh and eight grade level in

many instances), the size of classes would seem to result from how a system

distributes its teachers and students.

In some instances, small classes may be due to declining enrollments or

shifts in population within a city,or a school System. Geographi6a1 barriers, erratic
,

concentrations of population,= lack of claasrooms at overcrowdedschools so that

additional teachers cannot be added, or simply local policy decisions are doubtless

Some of the -major reaons for small and large classes.

Louisianal6 tenure law doeb not include decrease6 in-entelitent as a cause

±OrdiSmisdal of teachers, Tbwever, a survey by Pr. Tihard-A.ltuaemeche_of

1.51JBatonl-ouge foUnd=that of the= -4l- states -with statewide=tenurii):iaws, 14 include

= as= -a°- =cause for dismissal dedreases-in ehrolltent and/or teaching_ positions-. -Thebe-

states=are Alabamal4liaaka,-C-Olorado, Connectieut, Telaware-, -Hawaii, Indiana;-Maine.

MaSsadhusetts-Michigan, -Ninnebetal NeVada, Virginia and -West Virginia. In addition,

5
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Table 6.
PUPILS ENROLLED PER TEACHER, FALL 1973

SOUTHERN STATES

PUPILS ENROLLED PER TEACHER
RAN fog

SOUTHERN STATES RATIO . SOUTH- NATION

Alabama 22.5 a- 18

Arkansas 25.0 1 1

Florida 22.8 6 13

Georgia 23.9 3 7-

'Kentucky 22.6 7 15
b

Mississippi 22.1 -9 20
b

North Carolina 22`.9 5 1-1b

Oklahoma 21.8 10 22b

South Carolina 23.3 4 -8-

Tennessee 24.3 2

Texas 21.3 26b

"Virgini =a 21.0 12 30b=

=LOUISIANA- 20.1 -13-= 37
N

UnIted -States 21.4

a - Ranked from high to low.
b - Tied with another state(s).

ource: U. S. Offi.ce Of Education-, Statistics of -Public EleMentaty
and Secondary Day ,Schools, Fall 1973.
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some local systems in Nebraska (which has no statewide tenure law) also include

justifiable decreases in the number of teaching positions as a cause for dismissal.

V. Frank Masters, negotiator for the NEA, in an article, "Teacher Job SecUrity

Under Collective Bargaining Contracts," Phi Delta Kaman, March 1975, p. 457 notes:

Layoff and recall clauses are also becoming more common in
public education. contracts. Such clauses are designed to
establish the circumstances under which layoffs can occur,
the right of the organization to bargain for alternatives with
school management, the rights of individual teachers' to
retraining, the order of layoff; and the rights of recall as
vacancies occur withiaahe system. Tenure laws, contrary to
popular understanding, afford little; -if- any, protection
against a layoff due to decreases in student enrollment or in
revenues available for the operation of the schools. A well-
Written layoff clause can afford such protection,if subject
to 'grievance arbitration. (Emphasis added.)

If the state lowers its pupil-teacher ratio by one or two students, such

reduction in a classroom would seem to make little difference. However, additional

teachers could be used to ease the most overcrowded classes. The cost to the

state in paying for more teachers woull doubtless run into millions of dollars;

whereas local systems would have added expense if they had to build mare class-

rooms for placing these teachers.

Enrollments have been declining, particularly at the elethentary level,

and will continue to do so in the forseeable future because fewer children are

being born. On the other hand, there is an- over- supply of teachers in most areas.

This is an ideal time to lower the state's pupil-teacher ratio -- if there is

need.



APPENDIX A-

DETAIL -ION, _NUM3ER- 'OF -STUDENTS- IN- =CLASSES; =GRADES 17=8

1974=-75- SCHOOL YEAR

STATE= -AND: LOCAL- SCHOOL :SYSTEMS
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

State Total

No. of Students in Glass No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classee_

Less than 5 10 28 10,311

5-9 275 29 9,365

10-14 1,905 30 8;572

15-19 5,758 31 6,107

20 2,607- 32 4,989

21 3,091 33 3,915
.

22 3,859 .34 2,639

23 4,707 -, 35 4,,- 2,008

24 6,362 36-40 2,455

25 7,86-9 41-45 190-

26 8,817 46-50 67

27 9,860 Over 50 8

Summary:

Size ofN`Olass

No. of
Classes

% of
Total

27 or Leas Students 55,120 5:7..1 '.

28-30 Students 28;248 26.7

31-35 Students 19,658 18".6

/
36 or More Students 2;730 2.6

-Taal 105756 loo .o%-

4

*Excludes -certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes exoluded.

Source: -Louisiana :State -Depart:tient of EdUcation, -Annual =SChOOI_Report.- -,_chool -Year-

1974-7-5,
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Acadia Parish

nO. of. Sttzdertr in Clars No. of Classes No. of Students in Class -No. of Classes

Less,tlian 5

5 -9

Io-14

0

8

28

29

30-

201

1Ta

131

82 31 123

20 39 32 53

21 25 t 33 39

22 43
,3k

23 35 14

24 364o 11

25 150 41=45m, 0

26 199 -46450-- a

27 221 =Ove1, 0

Suramaty:

Size -of- Class-

No. of
-CaasseS-

-of-

Total

-2Tor-Less_StUdents-
.

855 5:j-.-5

_28,-30 Students 2. 505 31.0,

31 -3 -- Students 258 ' ,15.8

36 Or MOre Students 11

Total 1629 100.0

*ExclUdes-certain -classes which °ad- have unusually large or Small-hymber-of students.

See tpkt-for-tolpes of classes e tinded--

Source:i Louisiana-state Department of ldudation, kimaL.§=0,100:L6lisgisifear-1074,.75.
^
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Cfr Allen Parish

No. of Students In Class No. of Classes 'No. of Studen'
.

Less than'5 0 28

579 11 --
/ t

.29

107-14 30

15-19 58 31

20.
.

31 32

21 35 33 .:,

22 37 31k

21 23 35-

-24 .32 . 6-il0-

:25 38 4 :4145f

26 20 v '46,50 -

......... -27 22( Over 50

Nc. of % % oft

Size of Class . Classes .' Total
---------,-.
27= Or Less tudents 312 53.6

28-30 -Students : 83 14.3

31;35 Students 167= 28.7

36 Or More Students
---3 42i-

,

Tota,1 582 100.0

es No. of Classes

20

30-

46

55

427

25

14

20

0

0

4T4cludes certain classes =which-would= lave -unusually large =or Small number bf students.

See tet..t-fOr types -of elas6e6-exoluded. '
N..

-Souisoe: -Louieiana State Deliattmont Report,

301.
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No.

NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

' Asdel arish

Classes
of audents in-Glass No. -of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of

Less than 5

5-9

10-3.4 38

28

29

3o

134

79

101

15-19 59 31 90

20 33 32 76

4 30. 33 54

-22-
34' 34 10

64- 35
=22

24 171 36J0 D 49

25 104_ 41-45

26 104
<""

46-50,

27 1-15- Over 50 0

Summary:

-Size Of Class

Ito. -of-

Classes=

.

1-:of

-TOtal

27-or -Less Students- 753- 55.o-

28,!30 _Sttd-ents_ 314- -23.0-

`
31-35 =Students 252 18.4

36 =0r More Students la_ 3.6,

-Total
6

1368- 100.0
4)

*Excludes- certain classes which_-would-thave-urius-uallY large-Or Small -number- Of :students,

-See text 'for- types_ of- -classeS -exclUded-.

_Satires:- Louisiana -State -Department _Of Education,- Annual School Report,- SOboOl-YegItI27h4.5_

'302_
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No. of

Assumption Parish

NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

19714-75 Sarno' Year

.9

Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Mass No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9 2

28

29

71

78

10-14 10 30 A 55

15-19 27, 31 36

20 11 32

21 15 33 48,

22 15a 34 37

23 39 35 8

-24 36-4o 827
25= 48 41-45

26 6o 16,.50= *=0:=

27 59 -0Nier 50=
=0-

_Summary:

Size -of-Class_

No. Of
Classes

of-

_Total

27' or -Less -Students -313-

28230-Students- 204 _29a

31,-35 -Students '75 25;0-

36- Or - More-- Students- 8-

Total 700= 100.0 = **

*ExclUdes-Cortain -classes which:would-lave -unusinilly large -or =small -number =of--students._

=See text for types- -of- dlaases-

-nOt -total 100-,0%, -due- -to= roUnd-in-g_-._

-Source: -Louisiana -State==Department -of -EducatiOnf__An.nusn.: Schoolool--Year-- 1 li;=
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-6

1974-75 School Year

hvoyelles Parish

No. of Students in Class No.,of Classes No.-of Students in-Class No. of Classes

Less than 5
1.

28 169

5-9 1 29 50

1O-3A 29 30 , 79

15-19 81 31 Ea

20 47 32 36

21 73 33
11

22-
70 34

23 -871-
2

35

24- 99 36-4o 3

25' ,107 4a-45

26 127- . 46-5o

27 a 125- Over 50 '1

Summary:

0
Size -of .Class

No, of
-ClasSeb*

it -of ,

-Total

27 or-Less- =Students >. 846 ' -67.1

_28=30-Stildenta -298- 23,6

31.,.35-Students- 112 --=9

36-Or MOre Students 4- __073L

Total 1260 1.00,0

-*Excludes-certain=classeavhich would=-have unusually large-Or-stall-number of-students.

tee-tekt for types of _classes-excluded-,
**Does- -hot_ total- 100=,0% dub to- rounding.

Source: ,Louisiana -State Department_of Education, hinual SchoolTeport, Schodl_Year1974-75:

3017
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Beauregard Parish

Do. ceStud,mts in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Clads No. of Classes

Less than 5'

5-9

10-14

0

6

36

28

29

3o

43

77

IRS

15 -19 310 36

20 6 32 . 4 47

21. 23 33 . 56

22 46 34 ?3

23- 151 35 18

24 27 36=40 28

-25 63 41-45 1.

6 53 .46-5o

roy 56 Over 50- if

S dry:*

No. of % of

Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Lsss Students 478 , 55.5

28=30 Students 166- 19,3

31 -35 students 180 20.9

36 OrMore Students 37 . 4.3

-Total =861

*Ekcludes: certain-classes-which mouidhave-nnuSually largeor-small-number-of student64

See-tekt:for type6==e claSses-exClUded.-

=Sourcel IouiSiana-State-Tepartment=of:Education,-Annual_Schooi-Re Ort
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES, * GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Bienville Parish

No. of Stir:lents in Class

voCZ+

No. of ClassPs

tr

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Leas than 5

5-9 5

28

29

34

46

io-14 28 30 39

15-19 37 31 34

2O 12 32. 18

21 15 33 5

22 21 34

23 15 35 10

24 22 36-40 4

25. 47_ 2

36 46-50 0

27
64 Over 50 0

Summary:

Size -of Class_
'No. =of
ClaSses

of-
Total

27-- or -Less- StudentS- 302 59.-4

2&36 -Students- 119

31-35 -Studerits- -81 35 9

36 'Or More Students- __ =6- 1.2

Total 508= 100-.0-

*EkoludeS =certain- olassea-which- would- haVe-unUsually large or small nt.miber 'of satudenta.-
,Se-e- text -for types-of cla;ssas- exolude-d-.

*- *Does -not total, 1 00-._0%_ -due to rounding..
Source:- Louisiana State- toPartment of EducatiCn Annual -sch000rt ssnoo3t-_.
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Rosbier Parish

No.

NO. OF 'STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

- 1974,75 School Year

41,

Classesof Students in Class No. of Classes No. -of Students in -Class No. of

Less than 5 1 28

5-9 13 29 97

10-14 139 30- 87

15-19 259 31 -90

20 34: 75

21 83- 33-
70

22 78 34- -51

23= 90 35
30=

24 69 3640 106,

25 102 4145: 36-

26 107 =46,50- 11

102 =Dyer- 50.=.

Sunimary:

rSie-= bf._=Classl
_No.- of
-Classes=

%_ of
-Total

_- -.-- ,
27 dr- -Let'i- -Sti Idents 1122 '60-.-0-=

28;,30=-Studtaitts, 276 14.8=

31-35=_Students: 316 .16-4-

36--Or_ =More Students_ -157= 8.4

1871 100.0**Total

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number -of studonts.
. See text for =types of classes excluded.

**Does not total 100.0% due to rounding.
Source : =Louisiana = State_- Department of Education, Annual School Resort School Year

S.
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NO. OF .
STUDENTS IN .CLASSES;* -GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Caddo Parish

No. of Students in Class po. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

10-14

15-19.-

20

21

11

49-

202

76
1

78

22' 115

23 174

24 257-

25- 415

_26 502

27 518

Stunmary:

No. of Students in Class No -of Classes

603

29 625

30 568

391

32
z 254

33
251

'34 143.

35
68,

36-4c1

41-45

46-5o

Over 50

Size _of Class ,
-No-, =of-

=_Classes-
-%lof-

'Total

27-or- -Less Students= _2397: 44.18,

28-;30: Students 1796- '31.--6_

31-351 Students: 1205- 20:7-

36 -Or-More -Students. =0.9-.:..jL
-TOttil -5349 100.0

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number_ -of students.

See text for types of cleSscs excluded.

;Source:- -Louitlana- State =Department -of Education, _Annual SahoO1 Re ort :SCho 1
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295



NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,*- GRADES 1-8

'1971I_75 School, Year

Calcasieu Parish

No. of Stu :ents in Cle.,s's No. of Classes No. of Students in Cfass No. of Messes

Less than 5

5=9 8

28 525

543

10-14 121 3o 381

15-19 176 31 214

20 119 32 212

21 210 33

22- 300 34

254 35 . 52

24 - 401 364o= 28-

25- -421 1 =45= .41

26 561 46L5o =o

27_ 424 Over 50 0

Summary:-

Sie of -Class
=No. of

-Classes
%, of

Total

27 or Less Students 2995 57.8.

28-30 Students 1449_ 28.o

31-35 Students 708- - 13.7

36 0r= More Students'

Total 5180 100.0

l'EXcludes certain clasSes which would have unusUally large Stall number of students..
See text for tYpes of Classes exoluded.

ounces= Louisiana -State Department -of-Education, -Annual School -Report) -School_ Year 1974- 51
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Caldwell Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

--Less_ than 5 0 28 8

5-9 7 29 3

4-14 11

15 -19
31 31. 2

20 8 '32 1

21 14 .33
6

22 28 34 1

?5
5 35

:24 11 36-40
4

?5=
14 41-45

-26-
13 46-5o.

11 Over 50

Summary:

:Size -of Class-

NO4 of
= Classes i

$1 -Of

Total

27 or Less Students- 153- -85.13

28,.30 -Students 12 6.-7

-31-35, -Stildents- _la -6.1

6 =Or More 'Students :4- 2.2

Total 180 100.-0=

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded'.

Sourde Uisiana- State-Department =of Education,_ Annual__ Sehool_RePort2_ _School Year _1974-=75

3-10-



NO. OF STUDENTS lg CLASSES, * GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Cameron Parish

No. of Students -in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

0

o

28

29

7

17

l0-14 12 30 18

15-19 112 31
,

7 -

20 36 32 1

21 16 33 25

22 23 34= 7-

23 12- 35-
-CY

_24_
1 3640 - 1

-25 22- 41-,45- -0

2o 25. :46=;50
-0

27 0- -0v=er- 50-
_o

Summary_:

=No. Of %I of-

-Site of =Class Classes -Total

27 ot less- Students- -259' 75.7

28=.30_ztudents- la

Students -40- 11.7

36 Ot _Mbre _Studerct,s- I

Total 342- 100 -.0

*ExClude6 bertain classee-whith would have unusually large -ot- -number-of atudente,

See text fot types- bf classes excluded-.

Source.: Louisiana State -Department pf Education, Annual. Schoolt -School1974-

298-
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NO. OF STUDENTS fl CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Catahoula Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class of Masses41.1 yea.ww

Less than 5

5-9

0

23

79

28

2 9 29

,z14,

15-19 65 33\

20 6 321 10-

21 15 9

22 15 314- 7-

23 3 35
6

24 36 3640= _0=

25 20 i4i45 0=

26 24 -46=50 :0-

27 39 =Otrot -50 -0=

Summary:

CJ.- asses- -TotalSize of

27=:or less- -Students- 325 76.5

-28,30 Students- -61 .-4

31 -35 -Students 39-

36 -Or -More -Students- -_0_ O-

Total 425 100.0**

*Excludes certain 'claSaes which wotild =halm unusually large or small number of students.

See text- for typeS of elassos- excluded.

**Does not total 100.0% due- to rdunding.

Source: Loitisiana State Department of Edudation, Annual Seheol 'Report, School Year 1974.45.

')/ 7



NOt OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES, GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Claiborne Parish

No. of Stu:lents in No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. oP Classcs

Less than 5 0 28 29

5-9. 8 29 50

10-14 66 30 30

15-19 73 31 17

20 . 24 32 3

21- 25 33 0

22 15 34 0

2a 26 35 3

-24 51 36-40 1

25 25 41-45 1

26 26 46-50 0

27, 20 Over 50 0 _ ---=

Summary:_

No, of %- of

Size of-Class =Classes Total

27 or- -Less- Students 359: 72.8

28--36-Studbfits 109 22.1

31-35-Students -23- 4.7

36=Or More Students 2-- _=_ C.4-

Total 493 1004

*Excludes certain-classes which -wouldlave=unusually latge-ok amall number-of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department Lf Education, Annual School Report, School YePr 1974-' .
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NO. OP STUDENTS IN CLASSES,it\GRAWS 1-8

1y74.75. School 'Year (

COricordia Parish

C

-No. of Student:, in ClLs No. of Classes No. of Stuck-Its in Class No. of Classes
..,......

Less 'than 5
4

0 28 61

5-9 8 29 40

10-14 -39 30 34

15-19
,..

50 , 31 28

20 211. 32 18
..i

21 49 33 3

22 36
= 34

_

0

23 68 35 o .

24 6o 3640 0 .

25 44 4145 _a_ ----:

26 94 46-,59 2

27 70 Over 50 0

-Sufnmary-:

lfio of 1- -of

Size-of= Class- Classes Total

27 =or -Less Students 542 =74-.-4

28-30- 'Students 135 18-.5

31-35- Students =49 6.7-

36 Or -More Students ._ 3 ,...12.t

Total 729- 10040

nkoludes -certain classes -which would-have-unusually large or- small number -Of 'students.

Zed text for types of classes -excluded4

Sour= 1-,ouisiana state- =Department of Iducation,_ =Annual :Scflocil Report, School Year-1974-75. =

314
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-

) De Soto Parish

NO. OF STUDENTS' IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

of Classes

0

1

47

142

26

16

39,

314.

64

-52_

-42

;7_.

No. of Students in Class No.

28

29,

'30

31

32

.33

34

:5

36=40-

41=45

-46-50

Over- 50..

No. of Students in Class No.

, LesS than 5

5-9

10-14.

15-19

20

21

22

23-

,24

25

2o-

27

Summary:

No#, of ,% of

Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 471 -75.0 4

28-30 Students 98 15.6 '

31 -35 Students 31 4.9 ..

36 Of. More Students- 28 ". 4.5aserm
Total , 628' 100.0

of Classes

13

8

8

28

o

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small numb.31. of -students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Sourde:- -Louisiana _State- -Department of Education, Annual_ School-Re ort School_ Yenr-_-

:31:5
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

0

East Baton Rouge- Parish

No. of Students in Class ro. of Classes

Lass than 5

5-9

10-14

15-19

42'

167

20 99 *

21 234

22 326

23 413

24 64o-

25 , 691

26 832

27 911

Summary:

No-. of Students in Class- No. -o£ Classes

772

29 731

30 685

31- 492

32 333

33 272

34 180-

35=
-94

364o- -90

46-_;50- U

=Over 50-

No of %

Size of Class' -ClasSes= -Total
,--,.. 1

27= or Less = 4tudents -4355_ 54.-4

.
, 28,.3o Stud-E-;t;,' . 2188- -R7-.-I

3I=-3-5,Students 1371 171a

36 Or More-Students ,-_-91--
1.1

Total :=80ok_ loo.-of,*

*Excludes certain classes which wouldAlaVe unusually large or small number -of_students.

See-text fortype6 of Aasses excluded'.

**Does-mot total 100.0% -- due -to- rounding.

Souree:- Louisiana State-Department of- Education, Annual School Renott, School Year 104-75.

al
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

East Carroll Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 27

5-9 4 29 27

10-14 28 30 9

15-19 47
(

31 18

20 . Il 32 . 11

21 16 33 5

22 7 34 15

23 14 35= 1

24 36 . 3640 3.

25 20 41-45 0 --

26 42 46=50 0

27 32 Over 50 0

Summary:

-No._ =of- % of
Size of -Class Masses; Total

27 or- Le sb= Students

28,30- Studonts -63: 17.-0

31,35- Students- 50 13.5

36 -Or- More -Students

Total 371 100-. Ol**

ffaclUde.,. classes -which- would- -have unusually large -or small number- of _Students.

Sias, text for types-of classes exdludek.

total 100.0$ due -to rounding.

Source:-: _LoUiSiana :State- siepartment- of---EducatiOn Annual School Report,: SchOol Year- 1974-
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NO. OF -STUDENTS IN CLASSES,_* GRADES 1=8

1974=-75 School Year

East Feliciana Pariah

No. -of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class 'No. of Classes

Less than 5

5..9

,

10-14

0

0

2. '

28

29

, 30

22

_61

47-

15-19 72 31 -21

20 26 32 17-

21 41 33 14

-22 ,. 32 34 20

:23 8_ 35 12-

-24_ -72 36=40- -0

25 39 411 .* 1)-

-26 7 =4650= -o=

-27 3- -5 _0-

Slunmary:

S:l.ze of Class
No. of
Classes

% of
Total

27- or Less :Students 322 60-.1

28=30 Students 130- 24.2

3.,-35 ,Students 84 15-.7

36 Or More Students .Q...- ........-..Q.

'Total '536- 100.0

*Excludes cer=tain= classes which wOuld- have unusually large or small number of studenta.

-See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year 1974-75.
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

19714-7,75 001 Year

.Evangeline Parish

N . of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than

5-9

10-14

15-19

20

a 20

22 28

39-

34

93-

26- 87

2,7
101,,

5 0
4

1

46

11

23-

24

25

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

28- 156

29 146

30 77
ay

31 55

32 24"

17

12

35 12

3640- 25

4145 25

0

Over 50- -0

-No._ =Of" %-_,of-

Size-of-_ Class- =ClaSses: Total

:27 _or -Less- _Stithents: 466: 45-.T-9--

-28=30=:Stude.nU= 379= -37=.3--

31,_35--Stiiderits= 120, 11.8'

36-Or More-Students- -50- 14.9

Total- 1015- 100-.-03i-

-49adlUdes -certain classes= -which -would have- unusually large -or--smalI -number -of students.
See tekt- for- t5tes-of"-Clasties excluded.

-i_f*Does=:not total_ 100-.0% -dne_tO-

Sonrce: Louisiana -State_ Department :of -Education-, Annuta-iSchool --Report, __-School__Year= 19714-

3n
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NO OF STUDFIVISI IN CLASSESi.* GRADES 1 -6

19714-75 -School Year

Franklin Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class Pro. of

Less than 5 -o 28 79

5-9- _3 29 83

10-14 26 3o 47

15=-19_ 92 31 24

20 -65 32 56

21 39 33 39

22- 34- 12

23 -47 35 9

7o-= 36-4o 12

-25- =44_ 41-45 0

/47- 46--5o 0

s 27
s

75 Over 50 0

Smamary:

Of__,Clags

No. -of

'Classes

7%,- of

-Total

27-Or -Less-Students: 533'

28=73o Ztudents- 209

.31,-35 -Students. 140e 15.7-

36 =0r-=More Students-

Total

_12

1394: 1004-

Classes

4tExcludes certain -claSses- which- -would -have -unusually large--or small number of students -.

See- text for types= of classcs- = excluded

Sonroe:e lonisiana: -State, -Departinentr-Of-Sdiidati-on ;Annual SchOollool Year -1



NO. -OF STUDENTS_ IN-CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8-

1974-75 School Year

Grant Parish

No.- of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

6

28

29

3o

55

27

33

15-19 14 31 37

20 5 32 45

a 5 33

c) 34 6

35

-44 36-4o

25 41-45
0

26 =63- 46-50 o-

27 -731 Over 50., o

Size of -Class_

To. =of

-Classes:

-% =of

-TOt-6.1

-27 -or- Less Students :276 -55.1

_28430 -StudenteE 115-

31 -;35 StUdentii- 105- -21.0

36 Or _MoreiStudents_ 4011.11MO - 1 -0 0

Total, 501 100.0*4

-*_Etcludes- -certain= --classes: whithi-woulii_have unusually large-or -small -number -of students.

See for types -oIasses-rexaluded._

-Does -not total -100.0%=,dus_ to rounding,

:Source: -Lottisiana :State -Departthent-of- -Education Annual -Scbool Ort :Sdhool_ Year 1. 4-



NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Iberia Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in

Less than 5

5-9

10-14

15-19

20

21

-22

23-

_24-

-25

in

Class No. of Classes

0 28 159

3 29 194

33 30 246

106 31 143

£5 32 130

50- 33 129

-46 .34 58=

53- 35
26

16 _36=40= 48

115-- 4145 3

129' =46-501 1

225- -Over 150-
-0=

Stuimary:

-of-ClaSS

No. of
:Cre.SseS

_%---of

-Taal

27:or -Less Students '901 -44.2

28-30- Students _599- 29.1+-

31-35- Students

36 Or More -Students

'486

-52-

-23-. 8-

_2-.6-

Total 2038 100.0-

*ExclUdes= certain classes which would -be.ve unusually large -or small number of students.

=See text fOr types of classes excluded -.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Re ort, School Year 1974772..
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NO. OF .STUDENTS- IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974=-75 School Year

Iberville Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0
* , 59

5-9 0 29- 52

10-14: 6 30- 63

15-19 128 31 ' 66-

20 55 32 37

21 33 33 6

22 38 34
3

23 47
,..,

35= 7

24 106 36-0 1-

-25

26

110 =

59

41-45

46-50

0

0

27 57 Over 50 0

Summary:

Size of Class
No. of-
Classes.

% of
Total

27 or Less Students 639 f8-5
28-30 Students- 174 18.6

33.-35 'Students 119 12.8

36 Or More Students 1

Total 933= 100.0

*Excludes -certain--olasaes= _which_ wOuld--have- uriustiallY large= Or snis.11 nuniber =of students.

=See-*tekt -for typea-of =classes -eXcluded.

twee: louibia.na- -State- :DePartment- of -Education,- Annual Scheol--Report School -Year 1974--' -;
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES;* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Jackson Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0-

5-9 3

lo-14 = 10-

15-19 58-

15

21 24

-4 26-

20-

23-

21+-

-25

=26

27

&binary::

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

28 31+

29 32

30. 20

31 27

32 8-

33- 3

18

35 5

36-4o 8

41-.45 3

46-50 1

Over 50- 0

-No-e- of _%1 of

-Size-of_ =Crabs Classes- Total

27- -or--Less, -Students :262- =62.2

28;-30=Students- 20.4

31=35--Students= 61 1445

-36-Or More-TStUderits- _12 2 43-

'Total lai No.° **

-*Excludes- -certain- classes= whiciv wOuld= _have -,unusuall3i. large -or _smell number -of students,-
See- --text for Vpes= of classes- excluded.

-*.*Does not total 100-.0% -due to rounding.

SoUrd-e-:-. Louisiana State; --Department-Of- -Education-, Annual -achOoi -Report_t School Year -1974=75.
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NO. OP STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Jefferson Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 ' 28 661

5-9 0 29 738

lo-14 36 30 821

15-19 118 31 638

20 78 32 509

21 57 33 546

22 150 528.

23 156 35 -591

24- 3295 36-40- 588

25 393 41,45 32

26 404 '46)=.50 7

27 '655 Over 50 0

Summary:

No. of % of

Size of Class Classes "Total
4,

27 -or Less :Students 2242 28.4

28;-30 StudentS 2220 28.1
it? 31-35 Students 2812 35.6

36 Or -More Students ^627

Total 7901 100.0-

*Fatel-udes-certain classeemhich- would have unusually large or Small -number of _students.,

-See text for types -of- classes -- excluded.

fi

Source:- Louisi.na State Department of Education) Annual- School Report, School. -Year 1974- It_

3,,5



NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Jefferson Davis-Parish

No. of Student:: 1_11 Class ITO. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 129

5 -9 8 29 81

lo-14 8 30

15-19 3o 31 58

20 21 32 30

21 22 33 62

22 26 34 49

23 49 35 25

24 6o 36-4o lo

25 33 41-45 1 o

26 46-5o

27 64 over -50 0

Summary:

_Size=of Class

No.- of

Classes

=% _of

-Total

27= or -Lass -Students '402 45 ;0

2830'Studants -258 28.9

31-35-Students 224 2541

36--0r More Students _101

Total 894

:141

100-40**

*Excludes -certain classes_which-would-have unusually- large or small-number of-Students.

Sao text for tyPes-of-clasSo6 excluded4

**Does-not total 1004%-due to rounding.

Source: 'Louisiana State Department of-Education, Annual School- Report :Sehool_Year 1974-75.-
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* -GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Lafayette Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5
0

5-9

lo-14

5

4o

28

29

30

364"

510

356

15 -19 161 31 208

20 47 32 262

21 33 137

22- 71 34 72

23 121 35 36

130- 36-4o 27

25 317 41-45

26 4,o6 46-5o =0

27 443 Over 0

ummary:

=Size -of rCia-sir

No._ -of-

Classes
-1" Of
Total_

27 or -Less :Students- 1806 '47A

:28-!30 -dtuderita '1230_- 32.-6=

31,35 -Students- 715 '18.9
36- -Or-=More- Students

Total 3778 100.:0**

'Saclud e s =certain Classes -ithich would have unusually large or small number, of students.
See text for types of Classes excluded.

**Does not total 100.0% dile to roUnding.

= Source_:- Louisiana State -Department of Education, Ann Scimo3ool Year 1974ual



NO4 OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Lafourche Parish.

No. of Students in Class ITO. of Classes No. of Students in_ Class Ito. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 358'

5-9 . 0 29 189

10-14 15 30 177

15-19 69 31 62

20 26 32 52

21 63' 33 29

22 ,92- . 34 -28'

23- 136 35 10_-

24- 159 3640 2

_25- -276 :41-_-=45 -01

-26 305 :46-50' -0,

27- '441 - =Over 50- 0-

Summary:

No; of $= of
Size of Class Classes Total

27 or, Less Students 1582 63.6

28-30 Students 724 29.1

31-35 Students 181 7.3

36 Or More Students 2 0;1

Total 2489 100.0 *it

*EXcludes Certain= Classes mhich Mould Shave unusually large or zsmall number =of students.
Zee text for types of classes excluded.

**Does. hot total 100.0% due to rounding.

,SolIrce:- Louisiana -State Department-of Education, -School-Re; Year
3263



NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

La Salle Parish

No. of Students in Class No.'of Classes No. of Students in Class No. ofelasses

Less thin 5

5-9 6

28

29 47

37

39

10-14 23 3o 53

15-19 88 31 16

20 11 32 9

21 13 33 9

22 29 34 14

23 17 35

24 30 36-40 1

or

25 31 41745 0

26 38 16.50 0

27 22 Over 50 0

Summary:

No. of % of
Size of Class Classes Total---
-27 or Less students 308 63.2

28-30 Stud is 129 26.5

31---35-Studants 49 10.1

36 Or More Students
............1....

-c).

Total 487 100.0

*Excludes- certain clasE)s which would have unusually large Or small number of students.

-See text for types of classes excluded.

ry

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year 1974-



1-NNOMMINim.

NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Lincoln Parish

1,1

"
.

No. Of Students in Class No. of Classes' No:-of Students in Class No. of_Classes

Loss' than 5 0 28 79

5-9. 1 29 73

10-14 -6 30 39-
.

15 -19 82 31 24

20 24 32 54

21 14 33 31

22
1

24 34 r, 1

4' :. : 23-,., 40 35 12

IPS 36,40= le

25 48- 41,45
isQ

26 36 46-50 n
,.,

-27 62 -Over 50 0

Summary:

No. of % of

Size of Class Classes Total

27,or Less Students- 385 54.2

28-30 Students 191 26.9

31,35 Students 124 17.5

36 Or More Students 10 1.4

,Total 710 100.0

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source:- -LouiSiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year-1974-75
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8-

1974 -75 School Year

Livingston Parish

No. of Students in Class Nu. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 147

5 -9
1 29 155

10-14 39 30
108

15-19 124 31 62

-20 55 32 69

21 30 33
71

22 36 34 39-

23 56 35
38

24-
72 36-40

25
119 41-45

8

26
122 46-50

0

27
137 Over 50

0

Summary:

Size of Class
No. of
Classes

1 of
Total

27=or Less Students

28-30 Students

31-35 Students

36 Or More Students

Total

791

410

279

84

50.6

26.2

17.8

1564

__5.4

100.0

*EkCludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of -students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department -of Education, Annual School- Report, School-Year l974-' ,
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES, i' GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Madison Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

.Less than 5 0 28 45

5-9 0 29 72

10-14 8 30

15-19 30 3 31 29

.20 26 32 13

21 38 33
6

22 16 34 6

2:3
21 35

6

24 21 36-40 0

25 42 41-45

26
32 46-5o

27 37 Over 50

Summary:

No. _of % of

Size of Class Classes Ibtal

27 or lest; Students 271 53.9

28-30 Students 166 33A

31-35 Students 60 11.9

36 Or More Students 6 1.2

Total 503 100.0

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of-stUdents.

See text for types of-classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School persd, School Year 1974 =75.

332
319



NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Morehouse Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of ses No. Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 1 28 46

5-9 to 29 37

io-14 32 30 64

15-19 97 31 76

20 23 32 .43

21 33 78

22 26 '34 47

23 51 35 14

24 56 36-4o 32

25 66 41-45-

26 .61 46-50'

27 111 Over 50 0

WIIMary:

:No. of % of
SiZe of Clasb Classes Total

27 or 'Less Students 585 57,2
28-30 :Students 147 14.4-

31-35 =Students 258= 25.2
36 Or More Students -32

Total 1022 100 X 4*

*Excludes certain classes which would hays, :usually large =or small number of students.

See teict for types= of classes ekclUded.

**Dods not total 100.'0% dile to rounding.

SoUrce: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year 1974.;:i
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/3,

NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Natchitoches Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. ofl Classes

Less than 5 28 91

5-9 19 29 39

10-14 121 30 62

V5-19 202 31 22

20 58 32 16

21 32 33
28

22 88 29

23 72 35 /
7

77- 36-40= 5

=25-
87 41-45

26 99 46-5o

-27-
87 Over 50

0

UM121. ry :

Size- of Class

No. of
Classes-

Sof
'Total

27 -or -Less Students- 943= 75!9

28 -30_Student 192

31-35-Students 102 : 8.2

36'Or Mord Students 5 0-A

Total 1242 100.0

*Excludesicertain classes which_ would- hthre unusually large or small number-of student.T.

See text -for types of Clasdes exeldded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Yesr 1 .
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NO OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 Schdol Year

Orleans Parish

No. of -Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 1707

5-9 6 29 1450-

10 -14 31 30 1352

15-19 181 31 881

20 110 32 775

a 145 33 573

22 274 34 286

23 360 35
.. .

238

24. 476 36-40- 319

25 617 4145 10 ,

26 927 46-50
el

27 1236 Over 50' 0

Size of Class

27 or Less- Students

28-,30 Students

31-35 Students

36 Or More 8tudents

Tota3.

No. of % of
Classes Total

4363 36.5-

4509 37.7
2753 23.0

2.8

11,954 100.0

4ScOludos certain classes which would have unusually large or small mumber of students.
See text for types of classes-excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education Annual School Resort School Year
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NO. OF STUDENTS Ill CLASSES,* GRADES 1-6

1974-75 School Year

Ouachita Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

14-14 .

15-19

20

21

2

23

. 24

25

26

27

0

4

27-

141

'90
'..

124

141

162

176

193

169

2 40

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36-40

41 -45

46-50

Over 50

207

105

211

199

83

9,2

32

27

01

-1.

0

0

_Summary:

No. of % of

Size -of Class- :ClasSes_ TOtal.

27 -or LeSs--Students_ 1467 -59.7

28730= Students -523_ 21.3-

31 -35 Students
432i 17.7

36- Or More Students 34- 1,.-4

Total 2458 1CC 0 **

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See toxt for types of classes excluded.

**Does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

Source: Louisiana_ State Department of Education, Annual School Retort, School Year -1974- .
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NO. OF STUDENTS-IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 SChool Year

Plaquemines Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Lf38 than 5 0' 28 106

5-9 o_ 29. 74

lo-14 10 30 20

15-19 26 31. 14

20 17 32 10

21 39 33 20

22- 30- 34 13

23= 8p- 35

-24 57 36-4o 7

25_ 41-45-

26, -99- 46-5o C)

27 Oyer 50

Summary:

No .-of % of
-Sizoof Class -Classes Total.

27 -Or =Less -Students '532- 66.2

28=30:Students _200 24.-9

31-35 Students! 64 3.0-

36 Or More Students 7- -a=9

Total 803 100.0

*Ekeltdes eertain classes which_-_wouldlave unusually large or small number of _students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source:: Louisiana State Department of = Education, -Annual School Report, School Year 1974- !
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NO. OF ST!JDENTS IN CLASSES)* GRADES 1-8

1974,-75 Schocil Year

...4

Pointe Coupee Parish

No.-of Students in Class Noof Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 76

5-9 0 29

10-14 15 30 34

15-19: 33 31 19

20 '35 32 16

21 33 33
23

22 34
12

23 54 35
26

-24 50- 36-40 49

-25
25 41-45

12

_26
-50- 46-50

27-
42 Over 50

0 .

SUMmary-:

No. of %_of-

Sizebt-Clase Classes Total

27 -br Less Students -436 60,3

28=30 Students 130 18.0

.--'3,35 Students 96 13.3

360r More Students 61 _8.4

Total 723. 100.0

4EXcltdes=certain.olasses- which would have unusually large or small number of students.

-See text for types of classes- excluded.

ource: Louisiana-State lepartMont of Education, Annual School Tepottl School -Year_1974-75.:
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

_1974-75 School Year

Rapides Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 345

5-9 1 29 253

10-14 18 30 282

15-19 77- 31 252

20 69 32 207

21. 65 33 162

22 167 34 119

23 159 35 79

288 36-40 86

25 288

26 281 46-5o o

27
319 Over 50 0

Summary:

Size' f Class=

No. of
Classes-

of

/Total_

27 or- Less - Students 1732- 49.2

-28-30 Students -880 _25 JO

31,_35-Studenta- 819- 23 3_

36 -Or More Students -2-.5

/

Total 351P' 100.0-

*Excludes certain_ classes which would have unuSw11-17 large or small -number of ntudentn._
/

See text for types of classes lmcluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, !.=ual Sch-ool -Re oxp2.actsgLittai-

3 3_
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Red River Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 8

5-9 1 29 13-

10-14 26 30 21

15-19 51 31
0

20 19 32 5

21 10 33
2

22- 8-
34-- 5

23- 14 35
1

24 21 36-40
0

-R5
2 41-45

26
12 46-50

-27 59 Over 50

SumMary:

No. of % of

Size-of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 223- 80.2

28-30 Students -42 15.1

31-35 Students 13 4.7

36 Or More Students AD_ 0.

Total 278 100.0

*Exoludea-certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students =.

_See text-for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual SchoolItamto School Year- 197k -75.
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-NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Richland Parish

No. of-Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class- No. of- Classes

Less than 5

5-9

o

2

28

29

30

-69

10-14 16 3o -48

15-19 44 31 51

20- 22 32 43

21 24 33 18

22 9 34 32

23 25 35 1

24 53_ 3640- 2-

25 72 -4145 1Y

25 69 46-50- 0=

27 75- -Over -50 o:

Summary:

lb. of % of

Size of _Class -Classeb Total

_27 or _Less _Students 411 58.3

28-30- Students- 147 20.8

'31-35 Students 145 20.6

36-Or More Students I 2 0.3

Total 705 100.0

*Ekcludes:certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes- excluded.

Sourde:_ Louisiana- State Department of Education, Annual School:Re ort

31.1.



NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Sabine Parish

No. of Students in Class No. -of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9 3

28

29

29

16

107.14 49 30 38

15-19 90 31 10

20 31 32 .

13

21 44 33
14

22 42 34 3,5

23 30 35
14

24 35 36-4o
15

:25=
.32 41-45

26 44 46-50

27 , 33- Over 50-
1

Summary:

Size of Class
No.- of

ClaSses

27 or Less Students 433

28-30 Students 83

31-35 Students 66'

36 Or More Students 16

% of
Total

72:4

13.9

11.0

2.7

Total 598 100.0

*Excludes certain classes-which would-have unusually lar 11:number of-students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State -Department of Education, Annual School -Re ort Sc ool -Year 1974-754_



NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

St. Bernard Parish

,.

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 80

5-9 0 29 116

10-14 2
/

30 168

15-19, 22 31 /1--- 116

32 71

. ---
33

41

34 28-

35 .

36
__---

36-40 17

41-45
1

46-50

20 9

21 9

22 33

23 58

24 151

25 232

26 115

27 77

Summary:

Size of Class

27 or Less Students

28-30-Students.

31-35 Students

36 Or More Students

Total

Over 50
0

No. of
Classes

%-of- ,I

Total

708 51.2

364 26.3

292 21.1

18 1.3,

1382 100.0**.

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small _number Of students.
See text for, types of classes excluded.

**Does not-total 100.0% due to rounding.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year 1974-T

313



St. Charles Parish

No. of Students in Class

Less than 5

5-9

10-14

15-19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

t.

NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classe&

28

29

104

113

12 30 116

72 31.
32

17 32 63

29 33
30

57 34
28

45 35
18

68 36-40
15

118 41745
2

76 46-50
0

94 Over 50
0

Summary:

No. of % of

Size ofC'ass Classes , Total

27 or Less Students 588 53.0

287.-30 Students 333 .30.0

31-35' Student; 171 15.4

36 OrMore Students 1.5

Total 1109 100.0**

4

*Excludes-certain classes which would hiffe unusually large or small number of students.

See tact for types of blassea excluded.

**Does-not total 100:0%
N
due to rounding.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Educatioh, Annual School Report, School Year 1974-75,

3.1
qt
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 11.8

i1974-75 School Year

St. Helena Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Masses

Less than 5

5-9

0

qj

, -

28

29

36

35

10-14 9 30 51

15-19 20 31 30

20 13 32 18

21 31 33 5

22 14 34 7

23 7 f 35
if

4

24 16 36-40 4

25 6 41-45 0

26 7 46-50 0

27 28 Over 50

Summary:

No. of % of
Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 151 44.3

28-30 Students 122 35.8

31-35 Students 64 18.8

36 Or More Students

Total 341 100.0**

*Eidudes certain classes which would have unusually large,or small number of students.
See text for types of classes excluded.

**Does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

Source: Lou4piana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year 1974-

3/5
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES.1-8

1974-75 School Year

St. James Parish

No. of Students in Clnss No. of Classen No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

0

8

28

29

87

43

l0-14 18 3o 29.

15=19 73 31 35

20 38 32 25

21 54
33

15

_22 57 31.
6

23 42
35 0

/
24 50 36-4o 0

25
4o

4 1-45
0

26 57 46-5o
_o

27 59 Over 50
0

Summary:

No. of % of
Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 496 67.11

28-30 Students 159 21.6

31-35 Students 81 11.0

36 Or More Students 0 0

Total 736 100.0

*Excludes certain classes whidh would have unusually large or small number of student:J.
See text for types of classes excluded,

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education},, Annual School Report, School Year 127L-25.

4`316
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

St. John the Baptist Parish

No. of-Students in Class No. of Classes I No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

-Less than 5 0 28

5-9 12 29

10,14 55 3o

15-19 119 31

32

33

34

35

36-40-

41-45

46=50

Over 50. _

20 43

21- 97

22 72

-23 99

24 73

25 56-

26
23

.27
55

Summary:

Size of Class

27'or Less Students

28-30 Students

31-35-StudentS

36 Or More Students

Total

No. of
Clasbe6

% of
Total

704 -84.5

107 12.8

22 2.6

0 -0

833 100.0**

33

64

10

11

4

4

0

0

0

0

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

**Does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

Source' Louisiana State Department of Education, 1gsiooAnnualiepoatSchoor14-
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

St. Landry Parish

IL---of S11091ALL1114-Ela No. of Classes No. of Students in Class )O. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

0

2

28

29-

164

241

\,\ 10 -14 40 3o 165

15-19 242 31 133

20. 146 32 184

.21 96 '33
58

22
y 122 34 77

23 190 35 59

24 159 36-46 125

25 238 41-45 14

26 208 46-50 o

21 237 Over 50 0

Summary:

No. of % of
Size of Class Classes 3114:

27 or Less Students 1680 57.9

28-30 Students 570 19.7

31-35 Students 511, 17.6

36 Or More Students 119 .....143

Total 2900 100.0

*Excludes-certain classes which would have unu _ally large or small number of students.
See text for types of clasbes excluded.

Source: Ibuisiana State Department of Education, 32,IsaLttwiLJtAnnalSciaghoilint19225.
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES* GRADES 1 -S

1974-75 School Year

St. Martin Parish

NO. of_ Students in Class No of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

:Less than 5 0 28 156

5-9 o 29 124

l0-14 2 30 79

15-19 13 31 Il4

20 18 .32 26

21 11 33 17:

22- 34
34 7

23 4o 35
8

24 90 36-40 20

25 110 4145 0-

26 148 -46-50
-0-

27
159 Over 50 0

Summary:

Size of Class

27 or Less Students

28-30 Students

31-35 Students

36 Or More Students

No. of % of
Classes Total

625 53.2

359 305-
172 14.6

20

Total. 1176 100.0

-*Ekoludes certain classes which would have Anutsually large or small number-of students.

-Seo text -for types of classes excluded.

-Sonrde:- Louisiana State Department of Education, -0.___AnnualeportsAchOsilor.1971::
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

St. Mary Parish

No-of Students in Class No. of Classes No. 9f Students in-Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 277-

5-9 -1 29 193

l0-14 3 30 126

15-1,9 60 31 184

20 46 32 136_

21 69 33
49

22 30 34
76

23 67 35
37

24 105 36..40 57

25 222 =41,.45
0

26 212 46-50-
-CY

27 197 Over -50
0

Summary:

Size of Class

27 or Less Students

28-30 Students

31-35 Students

36 Or-More Students

Total 2147 100.0K*

No. of
Cla

% of
Total,

1012 47.1

596 278

482' 22.4

57 2.6

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See-text for types of classes excluded.

**We's not total 100.0% due to rounding.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year 1974-75.
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

St. Tammany Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No of Classes

Less than 5 4 28 174

5-9 10 29 138

10-14 65 30 186

15-19 166 31 u6

26 64 32 u8

21 81 33 117 '

22 78 34 55

23 146 35
61

24 181 36-40 125

25 234 41-45 6

26 201 46-50
36

27 185 Over 50
0

Summary;

Size of Class
No. of
Classes

% of-

Total

27 or Less Students 1415 55.6

28-30 Students 498 19.6

31-35 Students 467 18.3

36 Or More Students 167 6.6

Total 2547 100.0 **

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.
**Does-not total 100.0% due to rounding.

Sobice: Louisiana State Department of Education, ArluauleortSchoo]1224-ar

351
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN_CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Tangipahoa Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of-Classes

Lass than 5

5-9

lo-14

0

2

10

28

29

30

23o

139

145

15-19 57 31 u8

20 41 32 54

21 57 33
'65

22 76 34 12

23 103 35
13

24 133 36-4o 4o

25. 145 41-45
0

26 196 46-501
o.

27 326 Over 50
0

Summary:

No. of % of

Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 1146 58.4

28-30 Students 514 26.2

31-35 Students 262 13.4

36 Or More Students _40 2.0

Total 1962 100.0

*Ekcludt cartain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year 1974-75.
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NO. OF - STUDENTS IN CLASSES, * GRADES-1-8

1974-75 School Year

Tensas Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students. in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 22
/

/

5-9 o 29 4

l0-14 15 30 5

15-19 27 31 1

20 12 32 0

21 11 33
2

22 26 34 0

23 41 35
3

24 30 36-40 4
J

25 / 62 41-45/ 2

26 43 46750 1

0

27 20 Oyer 50 ±

0

1

Summary:
/

\ Na. of % of
i

Size of ClIss Glasses Total

27 or Less Students 287 87.0

28-30 Students 31 9.4

31-35 Students 6 1.8

36 Or More Students 6 1.8

Total 330 100.0

*Excludes certain classes which would-have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State De
Z>i

tment 0AMA:cation, Anjw.1Sc School
-

ti
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NO. OP STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Terrebonne Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

28

29

389

335

10-14 2 3o 258

15-19 71 31 232

20 55 32 199

21 69 33 125

22 51 34 90

23 87 35 37

24 172 36-40 8 .

25 230 41-45

26 314 46-50

27
28o Over 50

Summary:

No. of % of

Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 1331 44.3

28-30 Students 5v2 32.7

31-35 Students 683 22.7

36 Or More Students 8 13
Total 3004 100.0

11Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

Seetext for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Anmal.Scloo1.ReortSc
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1 8

1974-75 School Year

Union Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 1 28 42

5-9 0 29 17

10-14 41 30 8

15-19 110 31 15

20 41 32 11

21 18 33 3

22 21 34 3

23 20 35 1

24 78 36-40 4

25 56- 41-45 o

26 63 46-50
0

27 66 Over 50 0

Summary:

No. of % of
Size of Class -Classes Total

27 or Less Students 509 / 83.0

28-30 Students 67 10.9

31-35 Students 33 5.4

36 Or More Students 4 Q.6

Total .613 100.0**

*Excludes-certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.
See text for types of classes excluded.

**Does not total 100.0% due to rounding.

Source: Louisiana State Department of School Year 1974 -7`.

855

342



NO. OF STUDENTS Ill CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Vermilion Parish

No. of Students in Class Ito. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 132

5-9 6 29 77

10-14 57 30 68

15-19 183 3]= 43

20 88 '32 6

21 101 33 22

22 100 34 7

23 96 35.
11

24 159 36-40 15

25 112 41-45 0

26 '99 46-50 1

27 65 Over 50 V

Summary:

No. of of

Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 1066 73.6

23 10 Students 277 19.1

31-33 Students 89 6.2

36 Or More Students 16 1.1

Total 1448 100.0

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Sourde: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual:School Report, School Year 1974-75.-
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Vernon Parish

No. of students in ClaFs

Less than 5

5-9

10-14

15-19

20

21

22

23

25

26

27

NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES:* GIVES 1-8

1974-73 School Year

No. of Classes No. of Students in ',lass No. of Classes

0 28' 43

6 29 50

30 81

62 31 45

51 32 84

62 33 43

55 64

40 35 89

43 36-40 160

51 41-45 5*

93 46-56 6

42 Over 50 0

Summary:

Size of Class
No. of
Classes

27 or Less Students 518

28-30 Students 174

31-35 StUdents 325

36 Or More Students 171

Total 1188

% of
Total

43.6

14.6

27.4

14.4

100.0

*Ex,.1ludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.
See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Eiirucationl_Annual School Remorl., School Year 1974-7'
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Washington Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

...

No. rf Students in Class

v
,,I ,

Less than 5 0 ' 28

a,
-9) 9 _ 29

l0-14 '-40 30

15-19 74 31-

20 37 32

21 35 33

22 53 311
t.

23 74 35

24 4o 36-40

25
44 41-45

26 35 46-5o

27 58 Over 50

Summary:

Size of Class

27 or Less Students

28-30 Students

31-35 Students

36 Or More Students

Total

No. of -% of

,.Classes 'Total

499 68.6

14o 19.3

75 10.3.

1.8

727 100.0

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

No: or Classg

-30

48.

62

. 12

S51 .

'15

6

. 7

8

5

0
.

0

Source: Louisiana State Department of Educat4on, Annual School Report, School Year 1974 -75,'
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No. of

Webster Parish

;NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974=75 School Year

Students in Clans No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of

Less than 5
.

0 28 8o

5-9 3 29 41

10:14 15 30 52

15-19 110 31 59

20
I. at

48- 32 42

21 43 33 49

-

RR 59 341 3o

V

23 43 35 23.

24 99 36-4o 25

25 '115' 41-45 5

26 - 111 46-5o 2

27 99 Over 50.

Summary:
t

, go. of . % cif I, *

.7 - 8 i z e of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 745 , z) 64.4

, : -. 28-3o Studefits 173 15.0

- a1.-35 Students 203 17.6
, .

36 Or More Students
0

_....1L- __3J

Total .
1157 . 100.0**

Classes

*Excludes certain Lasses which would have unusually large or Small number of students.

See text for types of Lasso; Occluded. ,. ..
A

**Does not tota1,100.0% due toybunding.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Perort School Year 1
. v
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

West Baton Rouge Parish .,..

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes J No. of Students in Class No. of Classes .

Less than 5

5-9

10-14

15-19

0

15

20 18

21 38

22 31

23 33-

24 32

25
46

26
25

27 29

Summary:

28

29

3o

31

32

33

34

35

36-4o

41-45

46-60

Over 50

, No. of % of

Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students 307 54.3

28-30 Students 176 31.2

31-35 Students 76 13.4

36 Or More Students 6 1.1

Total 565 100.0

49

62

65

25

14

19

6

12

6

0

0

*Excludes certain, classes which would have unusually large oi, small number of studcnts.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louiciana State Department of Education, Liarzai.}sze27Lt.-tool!
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NO. Obi STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

West Carroll Parish

ti

No. of Ftnient9 in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 0 28 30

5-9 1 29 16

10-14 20 30 19

15-19 59 31 §

20 28 32 12

21 33 i 33 1

22 32 . 34 0

12
-23 35 7

24 51 36-40 7

25
31 41-45

26 104 46-5o 0

2027 Over 50 0

Summary:

No. of % of
Size of Class Classes Total,

27 or Less Stlidents 391 80.0

28-30 Students 65' 13.3

31 -35 Students 26 5.3

36 Or More Students

Total 489 100.0

*E-cludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Aa___LooLlp_leort/Scl,ILlloolYearlo--lualScl
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

,97:)4:75 School Year

West Feliciana Parish

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5 -9

0

0

28

29

8

3

10-14 1 30 0

15-19 23 31 0

20 10 32 .0

21 6 33 0

22 39 .34
n

23 31 35
0

24 -19 36-40 0

25
105 41-45 0

26 43 46-so 0

27 22 Over 50 0

Summary:

No. of % of
Size of Class Classes Total

27 or-Less Students 239 95.6

28-30 Students- 11 *4.4

31-35 Students 0 0

36 Or More Students 0._ 0

Total 250 100.0

*Excludes -certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See-text for types of classes excluded.

Source: Lo4isiana State Department of Education, Annual School Report, School Year 1974-75
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NO. OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75-School Year

Winn Parish

No. of Students in C19es No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5 1 28 82

5-9 19 29 62

10-14 39 30 26

15-19 75 31 35

20 31 32 31

21 6 33
14

22 17 34

23 25
35

6

24 7 36-40 0.

25 15 41-45 3

26 11 46-50 0

27
32 Over 50 0

Summary:

No. of % of.-

Size of Class Classes ----Total

27-or Less Students 278 51.7

28-30 Students 170 31.6

31-35 Students 87 16.2

36 Or More Students --.0.6.

Total 538 100.0**

*ExclUdes-certain classes which wDuld have unusually large or small number of Students.
See-text for types of-classes excluded.

* *Does- not -total 100.0% due to rounding.

Source: Iouisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Resort School Year 1 44
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NO. OF STUDENTS TN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

1974-75 School Year

Citf Monroe

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

0

4

28

29

73

121

10-14 34 30 112

15-19 76 31 18

20 58 32 46

21 52 33
46

22 48 34 56

23 91 35
22

24 64 36-40
26

25 59 41-45
0

26 .

97 \ 46-50
0

27
u8 Over 50

0

Summary:

No. of % of

Size of Class Classes Total

27 or Less Students' 701 57.4

28-30 Students 306 25.1

31-35 Students 188 15.4

36 Or More Students 26 2.1

Total 1221 100.0

*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.

Source:, Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual St.'hoolEngLIL2shc92,Year 1974=25.,
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NO. OF STUD TS IN CLASSES,* GRADES 1-8

974-75 School Year

City of Bogalusa

No. of Students in Class No. of Classes No. of Students in Class No. of Classes

Less than 5

5-9

10-14

1

6

3

28

29

30

89

70

lo4

15-19 15 31 33

20 it 32 16

21 22 33 9

22 38 34 2

23 46 35
6

24 61 36-4o c)

25 35 41-45

26 32 46-5o

27
56 Over 50

Summary:

No. of % of

Size of Class Classes Total

27-or-Less Students 319 49.2

28-30 Students 263 40.6

31-35 Students 66 10.2

36 Or More Students 0 0

Tots" 648 100.0

-*Excludes certain classes which would have unusually_ large or small number of students.

See text for types of classes excluded.
A

Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual School Re ort School Yea
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CHAPTER XI

STAFF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON TEACHER SALARIES

AND CERTIFICATION

(Note: See Chapter XII for recommendations approved by.the Governor's Education
Study Committee.)

A salary schedule is a means for implementing policy and achieving-goals.

If cne Wishes to employ, and retain individuals with certaintchara eristics,

such as long years of experience, high levels of academic achieve ent, and/or

certain types of traits or skills, then the salary schedule can emphasize such

factors. A salary schedule should also be attractive enough at the 'entry level

to- encourage top students-to :hoorie that particular field for a career. If

professional growth on the job is desired, then a salary schedule can encourage

employeeeto participate in inservice improvement programs, research, and/or

advanced -study through monetary rewards.

s- state minimum -salari-schedule- for teachers is -based on two

-coMponents experience and-educatio attainment. It is- notia "single-= schedule"

-but-salieral, depending upon -degredslitta ed by a teacher. Experience-and=

training-are-traditional components for--buid7g salary schedliles, partiaalaar

for-teachers. -Although Louisiana-has alWaysbaSed its state-salary structure

-on thebetWo factorsr it has-not followed-a consistent:policy_as to haw-Important

each-ia. The state salary schedUle for teachers that eiistetod-.,- is a composite

of -a-variety of approaches-in the past;- some salary increases-favored theiaore-

experienced teacher with graduate degrees, some treated all teachers alike, and-

the-most recent raise favors teachers with the least experience and educational

attainment.

Even though moat teacher salary schedules are structured to_ my more for

experience and degrees, some recent research results indicate that these two

factors may have been overvalued. A 1969 study by Flanders'and a 1971 study by

Smith reported that teachers with one to three years of teaching experience made

significant gains in solving problem tasks connected with teaching reading and

arithmetic; after three years, progress leveled off. There seemed to be a

decline in skill for those teachers with 15 to 20 years of experience. The 1971

study by Smith reported the effect of degree attained was not as important as

the recency of involvement in educational training. A 1974 study by Jenkins

reported that teachers themselves considered teaching experience of least importance

in evaluating teacher effectiveness.

ve 36'6
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A 1975 report by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, Which School

Resources Help Learning? Efficiency and Eouiky_in Philadelphia Public Schools,

examines whether experience and degrees have different impacts on different kinds

of students. The report first noted: "Many studies have found that, although

teacher experience is not a very important factor, it is helpful in the more

thin three and less than seven-to-ten years experience span." The Philadelphia

repOlt examined the impact of teacher experience on students with different abilities

and at different levels, and found different results. At the elementary Level,

high achiever- did best with more experienced teachers, while low achievers did

test with new and relatively inexperienced teachers. At the junior high level,

English teachers with long years of experience helped all students, but this was

not true of mathematics teachers. The report also concluded: "Whether teachers

have more or less education beyond the B.A. or fare better or worse on the National

Teacher ExSmination (Common) does not seem to make them :more effective educators.

Neither of these factors appears to result in increaseeproductivity." The study
;

noted that more important than the number of degrees was where teachers 'went to

college. Teachers from colleges with higher ratings were more effective teachers.

(This might be due to the fact that better students tend to go to better colleges,

which in turn graduate only the better students.)

-These findings raise the:question of whether som factor in addition to

experience and educational attainment should-be infused into teachers' eaIecry-

echedules -- perhaps one which rewards effectiveness or continuing professional

growth involving pursuits other than college credits'

Level of Teachers' Salaries

The recent surveys commissioned by the Governor's Education Study Committee

revealed that teacher pay is in the forefront of concern to teachers; principals-

ranked- higher teacher-pay as their second priority,, following only concern:over

etudent discipline. The public, on the other hand); had less concern overlfgher

teacher pay, ranking this 19th among its list of priority of needs for public

education. Hence, there is considerable divergence of opinion between the public

and- educators regarding teacher pay. However, halt of the public did feel teachers:

were not paid enough but over half also felt merit should_be a factor in increased

teacher pay.

The committee staff has attempted-to assess the need for increased teacher

pay through a variety of

354-
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Comparisons With Other Professions

Comparisons of teachers' salaries with other professions requiring a bachelor's

degree or the equivalent and which do not involve managerial or supervisory re-

sponsibilities indicate that, on an annual basis, teachers' salaries- are usually

low. When viewed on a monthly basis, however (nine months work by teachers and

1.2-months by other professions), teachers' salaries compare more favorably,

particularly with professions not involving the scientific and technical fields.

There are a number of difficulties involved in comparing salaries of teachers-

With-other professions because of many differences relating to the nature and

responsibilities of the job, method of determining salaries and increases, and

promotion or dismissal policies.

Teachers' Salaries in Louisiana Compared With Other States

Another means of assessing the adequacy of teacher-pay in Louisiana is to

compare teacher salaries with those of other states.. This is not void of diffi-

-culties, either One factor to -be considered in interstate-comparisons-relates

to differences in cost-of,iving. Data of the U. S. Bureau-of Labor-Statistics

(Autumn 1973) -show Baton-Rouge -(the-only Louisiana city cited) budget levels to-

-be 90-percent-of family budget levels for the country as p-whole. Hence a teacher

receiving -- $9,000 a- year in Baton -Rouge would-have the_equivalent-of-a-$10,000-

incomain- most U. cities. Cost of living differences vary according to-_partic

uiar cities: a $9,000 income-would-be equivalent to an $11,800 salary in Boston;

$11,400 in-New York City; $10,500-in Chicago; $90-,300 in-Atlanta;_9,600 in-Durham,_

and-$8,700 in Austin, Texas. The NEA in its interstate comparisons of

teachers' salaries points out that salaries in Alaska-should be reduced 30- =percent

and-Hawaii, 19 percent to make purchasing power comparable to other-areas Of the

United States.

Another factor to be cc,nsidered in interstate comparisons of teacher salaries

relates to-the number of days or months worked during a year for which compensation

is-paid. Some states -and lock]. systems pay all their teachers for a longer period

than-the nine months or 180 dap; paid most teachers in Louisiana, and hence their

annual average teachers' salaries should be higher than Louisiana since teadhers-

work a longer period.'

Despite the above qualifications, teacher pay in Louisiana today ranks aliost

at the same low level compared to other states that it ranked in 1969-70 prior to

a major increase of $1,200 granted all teachers.

3s
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Average teachers' salaries in Louisiana rank low not only among a

but even among the neighboring southern states. Estimates for the curr

year show salaries paid teachers in Louisiana rank 38th among the 50 st

7th among the 13 southern states. Louisiana's standing has been drop

recent years, indicating other states are making a greater effort. Aver

teacher salaries in Louisiana ranked about midpoint (27th) among the 50

1967-68 and 1971-72. Among the southern states, only Florida paid its.t

more than Louisiana in 1966-67 and 1967 -68. Comparisons of Louisiana tea

salaries as a percentage of the average salary for the nation and the sou

show that Louisiana pay is relatively low.

11 states

ent 1974-75

ates and

tng in

ago

states in

adhers

chersl-

th also

Unless. alaries are increased, Louisiana will continue to fall behind

other states in teacher pay.

Recomiendations

most

The committee Staff reached the following conclusions and recommendation

-State ;Minimum -Salary 7Schedule

5:

-Louisiana does not follow the practice prevalent among most states in es

iiig_and financing salaries of teachers. In most states, salaries-are negotiated-

at-the local level between school officials and-representatives of teacher-assodiar

tions. The state provides financial aid to school districts thrOugh-More flekible=

and general means than a stipulated salary schedule--a general aid or equalitation

formula, E set amount per teacher, 'or an-average for teachers of different degree-leve

Louisiana is one of only 11 states that have a s teacher salary schedule

in-use which represents "realiatic" minimum salaries. Motb hese 11 states

are in the South where financing of-education and other governmen services

tends to be centralized at the state level.

A state minimum salary schedule does insure that teachers throughout the

state will be compensated at some acceptable minimal standard, regardless of the

ability or desire of local systems. Moreover, Louisiana's state schedule, although

adopted-late as compared with other states, is too entrenched to consider that this

concept be abandoned at the present time. Some other states did take such action, how

ever. Still other states gradually abandoned their statewide schedules by allowing th

to become obsolete as local school districts took over added financing of teacher pay.

3(39
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The staff recommends that Louisiana continue to finance a large portion of

teachers' salaries through a realistic state minimum salary schedule.

Local Supplements

All but seven of Louisiana's 66 school systems supplement salaries of

teachers. The seven systems that do not supplement salaries employ a small

number of teachers. The most common practice in supplementing salaries is to

grant all teachers the same dollar amount, regardless of experience or degroes.

Inmost-systems, the size of the local supplement depends upon the yield of i

local sales tax -- not economic conditions of the locality or the teacher.

The amount of the local supplement is usually unknown at the beginning of the

year, payments are sometimes made sporadically and any surplus of the_sales

tax-may be divided up at the end of the year. Such methods do not follow

acceptable means of scheduling salaries,.,and make it extremely difficult to

determine-at any given time-what teachers are bell% paid.

Local systems should be encouraged to estimate and budget revenues available

for teachers' salaries, and make such payments according to a rational salary

schedule.

It-seems apparent that the state will be hard-pressed in future years to

take on- added financial burdens beCaUse it depends so heavily on mineral resources

to,finance governmental services. Oil and gas are depletable resources; production
/

has/'been declining rapidly and will continue to do so. Louisiana's most likely

solirce of additional funds to finance public education is the property tax

which-is primarily a local rather than a-state tax. Act 28 of the 1975 Ex. Sess.

increased the millage local school boards may levy for operation from 19 to 25

mills, with all but 5 mills subject to voter approval. The legislature may

authorize still further ad valorem tax millage expansion.

If teachers are to receive substantial salary increases in the future,

consideration should be given to a state-local shared, responsibility for financing

such increases. For example, the state could guarantee that it would finance 90

percent of a state minimum salary schedule and local systems would finance the

remaining 10 percent. Local systems that wished to pay above state scale could

continue to do so. (The staff calculated that the state now pays 81.3 percent of

the money provided for'teachers' salaries, with local and federal funds providing

the balance. When federal funds used to pay salaries of fulltime teachers are

37o
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de\cted, the staff estimates the state payp 84.1 percent of total funds for

,teac era' salaries and local systems pay 15.9 percent.)

Payment for Experience

Under present law and practice, the state pays for added years of experience,

but local systems have the respOnsibility for defining what constitutes experience.
5

.State law requires that local :s give credit for experience to teachers

transferring from one system to another within the state, i for persons teaching

in the Armed Forces Institute. However, it is left up to local systems to decide

if they will give credit for out-of-state experience or for teaching at a college

or university, whether located in Louisiana or not. An attorney general's opinion

of January 24, 197 states that loos' system do not have authority to grant credit

for teaching experienge at parochial schools.
,..... --....)

The staff recommendk that there be,a uniform, statewide policy enacted

regarding credit given for teaching experience. Credit for teaching out-of-state

could be granted on a reciprocal basis Credit for teaching at private and

parochial schools could be granted, OiNded the teacher was certified and the
4

school met state and regional standards. Some feel that teaching at an iristitirtion

of ...-gher education is not comparable to teaching at the elementary or secondary
"---...

level, and hence the Ltaue should determine if it is wise to grant credit for such
/-

'experience.

Nuener of Increments

Louisiana's state salary schedule Provides increments up to 10 years for \\

teachers with a bachelor's degree; 11 years for those with a master's; and 12 years,
/'

for those with hours or degrees beyond a master's. These are generally in line with

practices among, other states. ;coreover, it is doubtful that experience beyond a

certain point contributes to more effective teaching. The staff recommends that

the present number of increments not be changed in the state schedule applicable

for all teachers. However, if the state decides to conrcrt to a different kind

of state salary schedule based on recertification and different levels of

certificates (discussed below), then the present number of increments might

warrant change under that new type of schedule.

The state does not pay for longevity beyond the scheduled maximum years and

should not initiate thin practice. Only a few local systems provide longevity

payments and they are sa modest that most might as well be eliMinated.
1611,,S,1
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Nondegree Teachers

Oklahoma is the only state that does not pay nondegree teachers under its

state schedule. Louisiana stopped paying nondegree teachers with less than two

years of college when it adopted its 1964 state schedule, but continues to pay

nondegree teachers with two or three years of college. Two years of college. is

defined as 60 semester hours, and three years as 90 hours. However, these hours

need not be inany particular subjects and conceivably could all be at the freshman

level. If the ,state continues to include nondegree teachers in its schedule, it

should stipulate that the hours be in a structured program relating to the teaching

job, and that no more than 30 hours may be at the freshman level. The staff recom-

mends that salaries of nondegree teachers paid by the state not be increased above

the current level if such teachers continue to be included in the state schedule.

Since there is an ample supply of teachers with degrees, the state should,

consider eliminating nondegree'teachers from the state schedule. Contrary to

popular belief, all nondegree teachers are not older teachers who are at the top

of the scale and will soon retire. Of the 246 nondegree teachers for which-the

state paid salaries in 1974-75, 74 had experience of less than ten years. (Ten

years is the maximum allowed by the state for nondegree teachers.). However, there

are more.than 246 nondegree teachers in the state. In 1973-74,-there here 748
c .

nondegree teachers; the state paid salaries of 367-of these. In a sense, the

state encourages employment of nondegree teachers. If a system hires more

teachers than the,state allots, the local system must -.Jay the entire salary.OT the

"overstaffed" teachers. The practice of the state is to ask local systems to pay

salaries of the lowest paid teacher, usually the nondegree teacher, and the state

picks up the cost for higher salaried teachers within the number allotted.

A special law allows nondegree teachers with a lifetime certificate' nd 15
,

years of experience to be laid the same as teachers with a bachelor's degree,

provided the teacher takes six hours of college credit each yeai the higher salary

is paid. Lifetime certificates. have not been issued to nondegree; teachers since

July 1, 1947; there are only 25 such teachers today'. These teachers should be

allowed to remain under thestate schedule until they retrie:

A State Board of Education resolution (June 26, 1970) allows nondegree teachers

in trade and industrial education to substitute work experience for college credit

and be paid at the bachelor's degree rate. This policy should be continued but

should, be enacted intO law. There are 124 such teachers today.

\ 72
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Master's Plus 30 Teachers

Louisiana has only one category in which ii pays for hours earned:beyond a

degraa--the master's plus 30, although soMestates'have a number of categories

in the-r salary schedale with hours beyond a degree. Louisiana' should not follow

the practice of these slates; in fact, it needs to iave more stringent requirements

for the master's plus 30 category. The only requirement,at present is that the

30 hours be at the graduate level, but they need not be earned in a Planned

program nor relate to the teaching job. ?or example, an elementiry teacher could

be compensated for hours earned in secondary or adult education, or in administratio

A French teacher could acquire credit for hours earned in entirely different subject

fields.

The staff recommends that the state stipulate that in the future, the 30

graduate hours beyond a(Marter's degree must be in a planned program related

to professional responsibilities. The State Board of Elementary and Secondary

Education should formulate state guidelines fa,, approving a 30-hour program,

Subject to recommendations of a committee composed of representatives of the

teachers and institutions of higher education. The state guidelines shotld be

flexible enough to permit input from local systems so that localities can be

assured that needs of their teachers will be met.

Other Graduate Degrees

It is common practice for staters to pay higher salaries for graduate degrees,

particularly for a master's degree However, these degrees may not be related to

classroom teaching responsibilities. For example, a classroom teacher is com-

pensated for a graduate degree in administration, even though the teacher is not

an administrator and may never be one. A teacher may earn a graduate degree in

one discipline and teach another field. Since graduate courses frequently overlap

and teachers may be assigned subjects contrary to their wishes, it may be difficult

to require that graduate degrees be related to the teaching job before extra

compensation is paid. The staff recommends this as an area for additional study.

The staff also recommendE Aditional study moncerning the extent to which
4,

he acquisition of the specialist and doctOrate degrees--both highly specialized--

ahould be the basis for extra compensation in classroom teaching at the elementary

and secondary level. Such degrees may be of more value where there is differentiated

staffing, i.e., certain teachers ere given responsibilities beyond those normally

assigned the classroom teacher.



Secilati°nTeacl
State law requires that special education teachers receive ten percent more

than the state salary schedule provides for regular teachers. The state has not

financed the extra ten percent cost for special education teachers; responsibility

has been-shifted to the local systems in line with opinions of the attorney gene-i1.

In practice, most local systems pay all teachers ten percent or more above the

state schedule. This has been interpreted to meet legal requirements for paying

special education teachers ten percent above state scale, so that in practice

most special educatibn teachers are paid the same as all teachers.

The staff recommends that a determination be made as to whether special

education teachers are deserving of more pay than regular teachers. If it is

determined that they do not deserve extra pay, then the present law, which is

meaningless in most systems, should be repealed. If extra pay tc special education

teachers is deemed warranted, then the state should either fund the cost, or amend

present lay to require that local systems pay special education teachers more than

they pay regular teachers.

Merit Pap and T@aeher Effectiveness

The surveys of the Governor's FIducation.Study Committee found: (Vol. 1, p. 5)

Survey evidence reflected support for the idea ormerit pay
for teachers by a small margin among the pbblic (52% to 40%).
uIn expected contrast, both teachers and aaministrators opposed
by wide margins thia idea of granting pay raises on the basis
of the rated quaity of each teacher's work.

The staff survey of the literature in professional education journals found

that past and present experiences with merit pay plans have resulted in few

successful and continuing programs. No state now has a statewide merit pay plan,

and none exist in a local system in Louisiana although there are merit plans in

other states at the local level.

Staff conclusions and recommendations on merit pay are found in Chapter VI

dealing with that subject. Briefly, the staff recommends that the state not mandate

a statewide merit pay plan at this time, but the state could provide funds for a
,

pilot project in a local system. Emphasia should be on developing criteria by

which teacher effectiveness can be faitly and accurately measured. Further, the

(state should encourage local systems to institute merit pay plans.

Accountability seeks to pinpoint responsibilities of the education system to

those within the syetei as well as to public officials and the public. The concept

of "accountability" is widespread in busineab and industry; persons assigned

responsibilities are held accountable

3for74
performing them. .
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In the surveys of the Governor's Education Study Committee, the majority

of the public as well as teachers and administrators felt that credit for

s ccessful students and blame for unsuccessful students is a shared responsi-

bility among students, parents and teachers.

A number of states have mandated statewide accountability programs. The

staff concludes that there are many desirable features in the state pilot

project and the accountability system in operation in St. Bernard. The staff

recommends the continuation and expansioioiof these projects, with the-goal being

the development of models in other local systems. The staff concurs with the

State Superintendentls Shared Accountability Consortium that there be no statewid,

mandated accountability system at the present,time. /,

Alternatives for Increasing_ Teacher Pay

There are several ways that compensation of teachers might be increased. The

staff did not select a particular approach, but recommends that the follimAng

alternatives be considered:

1. Increase the state minimum salary schedule for all except nondegree

teachers. The staff recommends that the qtate schedule be converted into an-

index so that policies regarding how much weight should be given for experience

and educational attainment would be delineated. Any future changes in the state

schedule would require only that the salary for the beginning bachelor's degree

teacher be changed, and increases for other categories would follow the index.

2. Extend the number of days for which teachers are paid beyond the present

180. The additional days could be before or after the school yekr and/or during

the school year. The state could mandate that all teachers work the additional

days, or preferably permit them to do so on an optional basis. The additional

days would be for such purposes as preparation and personal development. There

would have to be state guidelines to identify acceptable teacher activities;
/local

systems would have to formulate specific programs to meet local needs.

3. Formulate personal development programs, and provide points to' be earned

in completing such programs. Teachers would contract to enter such programs\and

upon completion would receive additional compensation.

4. Encourage local systems through flexibility in the state fund distr bution

program to institute different types of staffing by professionals and nonprofession-

als. Teachers of outstanding ability would be chosen to assume responsibilities

beyond those of the regular classroom teacher, and would receive additional

for such duties. 0:,5
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.5. Institute a system for renewing teacher certification. There would

be various types of certificates, with requirements differing according to various

levels of achievement and personal development. Teachers with higher certificates

would receive more pay.

Alternates 1 and 5 both provide for an indexed salary Lchedule, but alternate 1

would be based essentially mt.-the present practice whereas alternate 5 issa new

approach based on renewal of certificates. If alternate 5 is considered the better

approach, then it might replace consideration of alternate 1. Since alternate-5

is also based on a program of persona], development of teachers through.the

certification process, it would replace consideration of alternate 3. Alternate 2,

vhich would -pa7 teachers for additional days spent in preparation and personal

development and alternate-4, which would encourage local systems to adopt differ-

entiated staffing patterns, could be instituted under the present system or under

a=system-,for rename certificate!.

_44ELInsilmjkjaTtale
-An index schedule reflects policies regarding-percentage salary incramentator

yearn of service and-educational attainment. The establishment of such ia=

judgmental. Varying approaches to weighing experience- and education are postible.

The-index schedule model prepared by the staff is presented-as an example-.

It- provides experience increments of 4 percent per year at all leVels. Eight-

percent increments-are given upon attainment of a higher degree, wlth an exception

at the doctorate level only: the doctorate increment is 2% over Specialist in

Bdudation. Both of these degrees are terminal; the larger increment for-the

doctorate reflects the more stringent requirements for its attainment.

While the Ethel equalizes experience and educational level increments, maximum

salaries provided by the modP1 are close to those of the present schedule as

indexed by the staff. The staff model index is shown in Table 1.

StarlimSalagiev In an indexed salary schedule, all salaries are determined

as ratios to the beginning salary. For this reason, careful selection of an

appropriate starting salary is of great importance.

The staff amiked at various means for arriving at a starting salary, and

different criteria are shown_ in Table 2. The range is from $6,730,:(which is the
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Minimum a beginning bachelor's degree teacher would receive under present state

law in 1975-76) to $8,012 (which is based on the national average teacher's salary,

projected to 1975-76).

Cost of Index Model: In order to see how much the index model would cost,

the staff collected data on the number of teachers and principals at each experience

and degree level failing within the state schedule for the past six years. The

number of teachers and principals in each category was then projected for 1975-76

so that thefunding required for a model could be known. (See Table 3.) Increases

were anticipated in the number of special education teachers.

In accordance with the 1975-76 budget request of the State Department of

Education, prepared by the Louisiana School Boards Association Finance Committee,

t,,e staff projection includes 1,234 new special education teachers and therapists.

Of this number, 564 are expected to teach the full year; the other 670 will teach

varying parts of the school year, beginning their work as new special education

classes are formed in the local systems. The pojected number of regular teachers

is 155 less than that for 1974-75, since the increase of special education services

is expected to reduce the number of students in regular classes.

The projected costs are for teacher salary increases only. (Principals are

included to the extent that the state pays a portion of their salaries based upon

their experience and degrees as though they were teachers.)

Increased teacher retirement costs to the state are not included in the staff

cost projections. However, higher teacher salaries paid by the state would

automatically mean that state costs for teacher retirement would also increase.

The state cost of teacher retirement is 8 percent of salaries paid by the state.

The projected costs do not contemplate salary increases for schyol employees

such as bus drivers and school lunch workers nor increased retirement costs for

these employees. Compensation of these other school employees is a separate issue

which should be considered apart from teachers salaries. The staff has not had

the opportunity to research this issue at this time. However, see committee recom-

mendations, Chapter XII, which request increases for all school employees.

For purposes of comparison, the following information is pertinent:

State support of teachers' salaries, including the increase granted by

Act 52, 1975 Ex. Sess., is $340 million for 1974-75 This information was

obtained from the/School Finance and Statistics Section of the Louisiana State

Department of Education. The cost of teachers' salaries for 1974-75 includes-

$18-.6 million appropriated by Act 52 of the 1975 Ex. Sess. for increases for

half a ;ear. Act 52 actinlly appropriated $15.6 million out of the StaLe Public
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School Flind for salary raises, but the $15.6 million includes not only teacher

salaries but other school employees as well, plus accompanying increases in

state contributions for retirement resulting from higher Salaries.

The 1974-75 cost of teachers' salaries also includes $700,000 for salaries

of 172 special education teachers added after the beginning of the year.

A full year's implementation of Act 52 of the 1975 Ex. Session ($400 or 5.

percent, whichever is greater) for 1975-76 must take into consideration not only

. the cost of the salary increase for a full year, but also-an increase in the

number of teachers and normal increments due td added experience and degrees

acquired by teachers. The staff estimates the full cost of teachers' salaries

for 1975-7C to be $358 million, an increase of $18 million above 1974-75. The

$18 million increase consista of about $9 Millionifor additionAl special education

teachers and $9 million for "annualizing" the 1975 salary increase.

When funded at a starting salary of $6730, the index model would cost

$369 million, an increase of $29 million over the 1974-.75 state salary cost, and

$11 million over the 1975-76 projected costs under the present schedule.

Increasing the starting salary to $7000 would refvfre $384 million and-

increase funding by $26 million over 1975-76 projected costs under the present

schedule.

A starting salary of $7250 would call for $397 million to fund the model,

an increase of $39 million over projected costa of the present schedule for

1975-76.

To fund the model at a starting salary of$7300 would require $411 million,

an increase of $53 million over projected costs of the present schedule for

1975-76.

These projected costs under different starting salaries are shown in Table 4.
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Table 1

INDEXED SALARY SCHEDULE MODEL

Example for Louisiana

Years of
Experience

Bachelor's
Degree

Master's
Degree

Master's
Degree
Plus 30*

Specialist
in

Education

Ph. D.

or Ed.D.
Degree

0 100 108 116 124 325

1 104 112 120 128 130

2 108 116 124 132 134

3 112 120 128 136 138

4 116 124 132 140 142

5 .120 128 136 144 146

6 124 132 140 148 150

7 128 136 144 152 154

8 132 140 148 156 158

9 136 144 152 160 162

10 140 148 156 164 166

li 152 160 168 170

12 164 172 174

* Master's degree plus 30 graduate hours.

0:

366



Table 2.

STARTING SALARY FOR BEGINNING BACHELOR DEGREE TEACHERS

BASED ON DIFFERENT CRITERIA

Th3 staff presents the,following yearly salaries for beginning bachelor degree

teachers with no teaching experience based on different criteria. The salary figures

are arranged from low to high, $6730 to $8020. With-each salary base, the rationale

is given.

Beginning Salary
----_

$6730

$6994

$7090

$7211

/`

Rationale

This salary is' based on present fL, i,e.,
the beginning salary provided by Act 397 of

1968_plue 5.5% cost-of-living provided-_-by

Act 14 of 1973 Ex. Seas. pluir$400-or5%
cost-of-living provided by Act 52 of -1975-

Ex. Sess.

This salary is based on 1973-74 national
average-monthly salary offers to beginning
bachelor degree holders by functiOtai-area4
as provided by the College Placement,Councii.

An overall average of offers was taken. An

estimate-of the-1975-76_ average was-projected,
assuming a growth rata equal to theaverage
growth rate of 1973=74_ aver 1972-73. This,

projected,1975-76 monthly average was $924.

A nine month work year at this rate-would calI

for a yearly salary of $8316. At 1975,14

levels, state funding for this-salary would,-be

84.1% or $6994.

This represents a'12% increase over the
original 1974-75 starting salary of $6330,
i.e., excluding-the $400 increase authorized
by a 1975 special session act. An increase

of this amount has been recommended by the
State Board of Education.

The National Education Association estimate of-
average teacher salary for 1974-75 is $4,513.

Assuming a growth rate of 6i% per year the

averag of reported rates from 1968 -69 through

1974-75 - the projected average teacher salary
for 1975-76 would. be $12,261. The following .

factors were applied to this average to yield

(Continued) aSN)
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Table 2 ,(Continued)

Beginning Salary Rationale

$7306

the beginning salary of $7211:
84.1% - level of state funding for teacher

salaries, 1973-74;
77.7% - the percent starting salary was

of average salary in Louisiana, 1973-74;i
90.0% - an estimate of the percent Louisiana

cost-of-living is of national.

Act ,355 of 1972 provided for full implementatio
of the salary schedule7of Act 397-of 1968 in

1973-74,-and authorized cost- of- living-'salary

.adjustments -for that year a4 succeediriuyea.r
based on increases or decreases-in the COneUmer
Price Indek for the calendar year-prior to

the school year. The Consumer-PriCe Indet for

Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers-, 1967
through 1974,indicates-anhtal percent increases;
of 3.3% for 1972, 6.2% for 1973, and 11.4-fa.
1974. Applying these increases-sucCessivel
to the $6000 base of Adi 397 Yield's a 1975-76

starting salary of $7306.

$7627 -The 1970 U.S. CensuS, Detailed Character-is-bids

Louisiana, indicates that the average income=
of men and women` n-Louisiana with four-or

-more year of college was $9916 in 1969.,
Applying per capita personal income-increases
lin Louisiana for the'succeeding years y3S1ds
la projected annual income of $15 562 for
!Louisiana college graduates when projections

_

are carried to midr1915. This income level
was adjusted by applying these factors:

9/12, since teachers work 9 of 12 months;
84.1%,"level of state funding-of teacher:,

massless_ 1973-74;
77.7%, the ratio of beginning to average

teacher salary, 1973-74.
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Table 2 (Continued)

Beginning Salary Rationale

$7990

$8012

ti

This salary was derived by the Same method as
the $7627 discussed above, but projections were
earriedtothe end of 1975.

This figure is based on National Education
Association estimates of the national average
teacher salary, projected to 1975-76. Et
differs from the $7211 listed above in that no
adjustment was made for cost -of- living differ=
enees between Louisiana andthe nation as a
whole. The-staff surveyOf beginning saUries-
offered by Louisiana firms did not, in general,-
reflect these differences. loUisianais state
civil service beginning salaries, however, do
average at 91% of federal_eivil service beginning;
salaries. This difference may refleet-eost-of-
living variance.
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Table 3.

ESTIMATE OF NUMBER OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS PAYABLE WITHIN STATE

SALARY SCHEDULE, 1975-76

(Includes Regular and Special Education Teachers)

Years of
Experience

Two
Years
College

Three
Years
College

Bachelor's
Degreea

Master's
Degree

Master's
Degree
+ 30

Spec.

in
Educ.

Ph. D.

or Ed.

Degree

o 1 9 1225 99 1

1 1 5 1966 163 1 2

2 1 4 2248 255 3
1
.,.

3 0 3 2188 539 5 2 1

4 1 3 1933 489 15 1 1

5 1 2 1686 546 41 2 1

6 1 3 1401 616 42 10 2

7 1 4 1177 595 61 8 3

8 2 7 ma 681 102
5

2

o 5 1o46 561 153 10 7

lo 29 91 9471b 515 159 15 5

11 5070 235 20 6

12 4042 129 120

TOTAL 38 136 25,452 10,129 486o 202 151

TOTAL TEACHERS, ALL DEGREES - 40,968

aIncludes 124 trade instructors paid at bachelor degree rates.

N
b

bIncludes 25 nondegree teachers with lifetime certificates ana-,tS or more

years experience who may be paid the same as a bachelor's degree teacher.,

cMaster's degree plus 30 graduate hours.

3E33
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Table 4.

COST OF FUNDING INDEX MODEL EXAMPLE

AT VARYING SALART LEVELS

Starting Salary Egaglag.19At*

$369,000,000

Average Teacher Salary

Paid"b7 State . State & Local**

$ 6,730 $ 5,008 $ 10,711_

7,000 384,000,000 '9,369 11,140

7,250 397,000;000 9,702 11,536

7,500 411,000,000 10,036
I

11,933

* Includes Mondegree teachers with no increase over present salary except

for 25 paid at bachelor's'degree rates with lifetime certificates and-

15 or more years experience and 124 trade instructora also paid at

bachelor's degree rates.

** Based on 1573-74 ratio of 84.1% of average teacher salary funded by

state.
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2. Extend Number of Days in School Year

Some states raid local-school systems pay teachers for more than 180 days.

An alternative for increasing teacher pay rates -is that Louisiana also institute

this procedures

The staff recommends as one alternative that the school: year be lengthened

N to 190 days, but that the 10 days of extra pay be on an optional basis with

teachers. If teachers =chose to ta3e advantage of this program,- their payment

per day would be based on their annual salary. Teachers could work ;the ten days

prior to the beginning of the school term, or during the year. Time ,spent could

be for schoO=l preparation or perbonal development.

Guidelines_ for _professional development programs should- be set by the State

Department of Education and approved- by the _State -Board -for Elementary and

Secondary EducatiOni A -sp-ecially- =constituted group representative_ =of professional

-educatora, pereohnei -of the- Louisiana -State= Departnient of EdudatiOn, administrators-

=of local systema,_ representatives-of classroOmi_teachera,-and representatives-of-

the- lay public- shatild formulate the:_guidelinea._ The State- gUidelizies- =should identify- =

the linda of- teacher -adtivities and--experiences :acceritable- -for-professional: developmenj

programs._ Guidelines- should:be. -sufficiently :broad to-allow- local _systets- to_ _develOp

programs- to -meet nePds of the teachers- and- the- 1ooality. The following_ types= of-

-activities- shouldtbe= included= in the: -state .guidelines:

I. Attendance -at Tr Of e s sionai -me e-p.ngs- -arid- -seminars-,

2.- Participation in curriculum-and other- isiMilar yorkshOps

3. Participation= in- faculty studies-.

`4. -DeVeiopment -and evaluation of innovative-programs= in- the classrOom.

5. -SPOnsorship -of -extra-, -or co-curricular student-activities- for- whi-dh

remuneration is not presently given.

6. ,Prepa:.ation and publication- -of professional articles, -or -other -writing

related- to_ teaching_ in:professionally recognized Publications.

7. -Development -of Ourridnium=-guidelines.

S. Creative-production in the arts_.

State guidelines and developthent of local :programs could occur during 1975-76

_for implementation = the following year, 1916-77. Classroom teachers as Well as

adniinistratora and central office personnel should tie involved in planning local

programs. The local pr°grams should cover it broad range of acceptable teacher_

activities and experiences, and should: include programs for teachera at different

`-4C1:7:

-

-372



levels and

have to be

would have

plan their

/
Subject fields or areas _Of interest. In addition, local programs- would

specific: -dates for workshops, seminars and-other professional meetings

to be scheduled as to time and topics covered so that teachers could

activities.

Prior to implementation, local professional development programs should be

approved by the State Board of Elementaw aud-aszondp_ry Education.

Payment for '10 extra days per year would mean a 5.6 percent increase in

teacher pay. The state could assume the full cost, or it could be ft:at:peed on

a shared 90-10 basis with local systems.

3. Personal Development Programs Based on Cortraci and- Point Systrm

Another variation would be to formulate personal development programs, and

quantify the activities according to points.- Teachers would draw up a personal

development plan encompassing a_ of.' several year: with a stipUlated number

of points to be earned during: the- period. The plan would- have to be approved

locally and =according to- State Eguidelines. Individual plans Should be regarded

as a dentractuai obligati6n= between -the teacher and the lOcal school board. A

listing of teachers entering such perSonal development programs,- together with the

number of prOfessienal development -lmits-each 118:d-contracted- to complete,_ Would=

be forwarded to the =State Department of Edueation.

The procedure_ for formulating aoceptable activities = would be similar to the

procedure discussed- above for payment fer extra days. Activities, not listed above

Should be inalVded: in a personal development program extending -over a Year -or

several years, i.e., advanced college coursework and travel related to education.

College =studies sh;,uld be structured into a= plannedprogram, related to _a teacher' s-

job -and- approved by he local; school -beard prior to completion. Educational = travel

should also be planned and apprOted in advance by the lo= cal 8611001 board.

At the end Of the completion of a teacher' s approved personal develbpment

program, the teacher would- be =- granted an= increase perhaps= 10 percent above his=

regular salary. This increase could be funded- entirely by the state, or paid- on

a =shared- responsibility 6f -90 percent state and 10 percent local.

38
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4. Differentiated Staffing

Differentiated staffing offers possibilities for improving the quality of
education in Louisiana by utilizing different talents and abilities of teachers

as well as other personnel who can perform *ta'sks now assigned teachers that are

not of a teaching nature.

Increasingly, local School systems are employing teacher aides, teacher
assistants, clerical and other personnel to perform- nonteaching duties.

The committee staff collected information on nonteaching duties of Louisiana's

teachers, hit did not have sufficient time to formulate conclusions and recom-
mendations.

As eaready noted, differentiated staffing is a plan whereby the =educatioziál

staff, including classroom teachers, are assigned at various levels of respon-

sibility and pay. Local school systems have unique needs, and differentiated
staffing should be developed with local requirements in mind. In addition,
differentiated staffing would require a restructuring of faculty responsibilities
and possibly changes in physical facilities. For these reasons, the staff
perceives that differentiated staffing could not be : -implethetèdE immediately,

nor statewide.

The- _staff 'does- recommend- that the,natate encourage: local _systems- to-develop;
their-own:-differantial :staffing- arrangements, and that it provide assistance in
sUch development. Personnel of the_=State=_Department of -Education thould_also-

-as Slat in the formulation of -a :salary schedule Which- will reflect remuneration
for varying degrees of ,professional responsibility among teachers:,
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5. Salaries Based on Certification

I. Bases for the Proposal

This proposed Teacher Certification Model for Louisiana is based

on the following assumptions:

A. That state teacher certification standards and practices reflect

the educational philosophy and major concerns of the state.

B. That teacher certification standards and practices constitute an

instrument for achieving educational goals.

C. That inservice training can improve teaching performance.

D. That officials and professional personnel of local school systems,

in cooperation with state agencies, can make appropriate decisions

regarding professional development.

E.= That among the goals of state teacher certification standards and

policies are:

1. To retain those teachers who possess effective instructional

skills and who have demonstrated competence in helping sludents

to grow and learn.

2. To stimulate teachers! continued profeisional growth and

improvement through such means as advanced stuay, =research

and paiticipation in innovative and constructive programs.

3. To encourage effective and productive teaching.

4. To provide opportunities for teachers to achieve professional

satisfaction and achievement as= teachers) thus =reducing the

need for them to seek administrative positions.

5. To encolirage school systems to strive continuall,y to improve

their programs and organization in the interest of increasing

the academic achievement of students.
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These assumptions for continuing professional growth of>te-tchers are

consistent with standards of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
for accreditation of elementary and secondary schools.

The Southern Association standards for elementary schools (Area G,

Personnel, Standard 5) provide in part:

"- 5.- . .4Furthermore, each member of -the instructional :staff shall
be required to earn-- at least six -(6) ,sethestei- hoUrs_ of college credit
during_ each fitre (5) year period-- of 'employment or the eqtivalency as ,
approved _by -the State -Committee until -he -has earned thirty (30)_ Semester
hours- of- graduate- credit or until =he-h-as reached, the -age -Of sixty =_(60)-
whichever :_cotes= first -These _six- (6): -semester hoUra -or- their equiva.--
lency shall be in those areas Of-work designed to- increase_ the--cOmpe=
tency of the teacher- in. the area or at the grade level being- taught. -''

the-:Southern -Absociati-on =standards for :Se COndary chooisi

(Principle E-1_--=Standard- I)=-Tirovide= in==p4r_t_

" _2. =_(-_C-); -Each= =member-of _the -_-inStruCtional 'rs taff -4311;31 lz =be= required -to=
earn -at least=-six.=(6)='semester-nhourss:of -college -credit_ duritg_ieach
five =_(5)_--year--perlo& of =employment-or- the--eqUivalenCy-as -approve& --CY-
-the= 'State, -_Cominittee- until --he :has- -dame& thirty =1:30y_aemester-thoUr6==Of
graduate =credit or until he- has= reached the=iage-of s60,_ Vhicheirer
comes first . :TheSe=is-it ibemeeter-liotraEA::fr- their =equivalenCY-shall
in those -areas- Of --work -designe& indreabe- the- cot:lb:be:icy -of- the=
teacher- the- -area or :grade level heing_ -taught -At- leitat-_22--per
_cent _Of- the- instrtctional staff--shalltheire- earned a :maatertii--degree-
oi. --be-engaged in_=a,=program- loading- to-=stio.h==a-_ degree:

A proposed salary index based on professional development through renewal

of certificates is shown in Table 5.
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A PROPOSED INDEX SALARY MODEL FOR LOUISIANA

BASED ON CERTIFICATION RENEWAL

Years of
Ezickerience : i

PrOviaiOnal
Certificate

Standard-

_Certificate

i Professional

Certificate

Advanced
Professional.

_Ce'rtificate

-9
f 100-

1 105

2- .110

3- 120

4 ]*5

5 330 140-

=6 13; 145_, i

7 110= 150- 3.60E

=8- .3.4- 155 165_

-9- . 150- -160= _no=

10 : 155 : 165_ 3.75,

11 160- -170i 180-

12 165, 175 185-

=33, 180 190 ,

14 185 195_

q.5E 200-

16- _
-205

17 210=

18 - a
215-



NOTES ON THE PROPOSED SALARY SCHEDULE FOR LOUISIANA

SHOWN IN TABLE 5.

.1. The salary schedule has been constructed on an index basis with 100 being

the starting salary fora beginning teacher-.

2. The salary schedule expresses the levels or types of teaching certificates

presented in the proposed teacher certification model for Louisiana.

3. The schedule reflects the criteria for a teacher's salary achedule index as

discussed in Chapter VIII.

-4_: The schedUle -expreSsea-annual increments- =for-each =type of =certificate or

level' Of -Certifidate-by,a factor- of

5_. The =-s-dhedule-nha-6- been ,deSigned to proVide, inCentive -for =cOntindai _prOfesSiorial

_groWth.

6. The =teacher- is rewarded-by a =- factor of -10 when he qualifies for a- higher

Certificate.

7. The sChedUle recognizes advanced ,preparation.

S. -The- number of increments= for- each, certification= level relatedto-the-

-propos& requirements_ for issuing-and renewing_ certificates. TO= illitstratei,_

_=there =are only- two- :(2) increments- =for =a- -provisiOnal professional certificate,

=because it expires after a_-duratiow=of three -(3): -years;_ there are ,nine :(9):

increments- for a standard_profes_sioniti c-ertifidate:,_-becaue =the _maximum--nutber-

-of years- =that a- teacher should -work ow-this- certificate is= _ten -(10),: issued=

for five (5)_ years= _and -renewed for -one= fiire (5) year =period._

=9-._ -Whet). it tenured' teether-doaa=not-nqnalify for =a- --higher -o-Ortif:icata) =his _salai-y-

le- frozen at_ -the= letel _6f the-ie*piriiiit_ -certificate.-

s.
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II. Types of Certificates

The-fol-lowing types of teacher certificates will be issued to

individuals who are eligible for employment in the public school

system of Louisiana:

-Provisional

-Standard-
- Professional

-Advanced Professional

A. Provisional Certificate

The-Provisional -Certificate= a probationary- =certificate

valid for= hree :(3):: years_i_-and is -not renewable-._ The

certificate --will-he- issued to an applicant who has had no teaching

=experience, if -he hae -completed- the following- requirement -s-:

-Completion of -a- regibnally -actredited end Estate sepprOved-
.

bachelor's degree :prograir. which -imeets- certific_ation require

:Merit s_.

Has met all certification requirements for a teaching field.

Has a major in at least one eubject-matter field.

'Reecgrunehdaiion bY' a -responsible -Offidiai of -the- institution,-
from which.he receiVert the degree, verifying that the appli-.

cant has demonstrated competencies for effective teaching.

Standard:Certificate

:L.- The Standard Certificate is valid for five '(5) years and

it is= issued to an -- applicant i-f -helg.s_sconipleted: the folIowing-:

requirements:

Three (3) years pf successful. teaching experience on a

Provisional Certificate.
392
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.

b. Six hours of additional college \Study in an area of the

applicant '8 assessed needs or the equivalent participation

in a- professional advancement program.

c. Recomthendation by the superintendent, based on the local

school system's assessment of the applicant's teaching

performance.,

2. Renawal ReLui.rjaliedit . The Standard Certificato is renewable

for one five-year period on the following bases:

a. One -(1)- year of teaching, on -:a _Standard Certificate.

b. -Completion =Of --one= of- ,the- -du.riiig: the- pre4ioUs

five-years:-

(1) -Six hours of _additional -study towards, the -comPlation,

--of- a- -maSterra-degrea in---the- applidEuatto-maj_or- -fiel=d.-

(=2 ) -Six hourá of dditiónal ,study

assessed need, or the equivalent participation in _a

State, Board of -Elementary and Secondary Education-

-Approved-, inservice trslp1ng program -deteloped, by _the-

employing chool _EiPlteD1.

(3). One hundred -fifty (150) -professional =development -units=

on the approval of the State_ -Board of Elementary and

SectindarY :Education-._ _ -

c-. -Recommendation:- of -the 'employing-superintendent-based on

=thelo-caI school -system!,6-asSeSsment of _the: satplicant A

taaohiiag- _performance,



. Professional Certificate

1. The 2rofessional Cert,iificate is valid tor five (5)

years and it is issued to an applicant who meets the

following, requirements:

a. Qualified for a Standard Certificate.

b. Has five (5) years .of successful teaching experience%

c. Earned a master' s degree in thd applicant' sPecial

field -or area from regionally =accredited graduate.

schoo1.7.=

d. Recommendation of the most recent employing superintendent

based On the lodal school system' =s assessment of the

applicant' s teaching performance.

Renewal Re uirements. -- The- Professional`Certif-ic_ate- -may

be renews. & a- five,,year period on the- -following: bas o a

Completion-Of one of the following:

Six -hoUrsl- of saddlticinal College= _study =aPproved -by/

the= employing-,superintendent=as-:being- rereVant-

the= -aPPlicant 'Js= teaching_ fiel4 :or- the -eqUiv_alend

participation =a state -approve& inserVide= training

=program-developed- by tlissmploying -schdOI

(3)

4.;-

Participation- In-an-organize& zprogram-planne& to-

improve- the applidantts---comp_et-enc-e- in= _his teaching

position.

One: -hundre& fifty :_(150) = professional _developthent

=units on _the _approtal of- the- State; Rdar& -of- -Elementary

-and _Secondary 'Education.
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b.- Recommendation of the employing superintendent, based on

the system's evaluation of the. applicant's teaching

performance.

c. One year of teaching on the expiring certificate.

. Advanced Professional Certificate

1. The Advanod Professional Certificate is valid for six (6)

years and it represents the highest teacher certificate to be

issued in Louisiana. The holder of this certificate is expected

to demonstrate commitment to continuous .professional improvement.

It will be issued to an applicant who meets the following

requirements

a. Holds a Professional CertifiCate

b. Completed an organized- program of thirty or'more hours

above the master's degree, or a specialist degree or a

doctorate degree. The employing superintendent must

verify that the program is related to the applicant's

teaching= assignment.,

Has two years of ieLhing on a Professional

Certihcate.

d. Reconunended by the employing superintendent, based on

the applicant's assessed teaching performance.

2. Renewal Requirements. This certificate is valid for six (6)

years and it is renewable for an indefinite number of
6

sixyear periods on the following bases:

a. The applicant must present evidence of having accrued

one huncfred eighty (180) profesaional deVelopment

units during the period of the expiring certificate.

ti Z.: -0



b. Recommendation of the employing superintendent based on

and assessment of the applicant's performance.

III. Professional Development Units

The State Legislature will authorize the State Board of Elementary

and Secondary Education to appoint a Statewide Committee on Professional

Development to formulate recommendationson:

A. Criteria for approving professional development units.

B. Procedures for granting professional development units.

C. Areas of experiences and activities yielding professional develop- -

tent units.

D. A plan for converting professional advancement activities to pro-
\

fessional development units as illustrated below:

1. Active involvemennm a one-4day conference equals three (3

development- units. (PDU's)

2. Earning three semester hours of college credit equalstwenty-
,

fiVe ,(25)-PDU'S.

3. Completion of a-one---week workshop equals Tifteenr(15):TDU'S,

4. One week-of educational travel equals fifteen (15) PDU1S.

r- E. Teachers may. earn professiOnal development units for renewing

certificates by participating in such educational activities as

listed in the following:

Organized program of educational travel.

2. Active involvement in educational meetings and conferences.

3. Creative prod4tion'in the,arts%
.1

4. Supervising student teaching._

5. Participation in workshops = sponsored by a university or jointly

Isy a University d a local school system.
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,4. Participation in an inservice improvement program sponsored by

the looal_achool-bystem.

7. Formal college study.

8. Development of innovative instructional programs.

9. Independent study. 7, - -

10; Publishing drticles in professional journals,

11. Working with local,end state agencies on- programs which aie
.

related to education.

This 71st will be extended 12y thAe State Committee on

Professional Development.

E. The State Committee membership of fifteen (15) will consist of

representatives =of the following:

1. State Department of rducation

2. Classroom t esac hers

3. Higher educationa institutions

4. Local school superintendents

5.- School administirat ors

6. Lay public ,

The-state committee could be composed i of the same representation

as recommended for 41. :State Certification =Commission discussed= below.

:See BO committee recomiaendatiOne, Chapter ffl, which envision a

=single: =state committee to advise the :State Board on=Elemetary and

Secondary Education on scertificatiOn.

1V, Local School asILM-ConiMittee=

Each parish =or pity system will be required-to apPoint -a Professi nal
.

Development Colmnittee. This c6Mmitteo will have_ as it major retp6\itati-
,

bility certifying to the 'State= Board of 'Elementary and Secondary

Education thatofessional =development units submitted by applicants

for renewing- _certificates- =are-, related: to= -their teaP.hing -pOsitions- end

-may improve= their-dompetencies-.



The local committee membership of twelve (12) will consist of

classroom te,..thers, administrators, lodal school board members, local

school superintenden 2f,, a member of a hig&ier education institu-,

tion and the lay public. ; (See Chapter XII for committee recommendations

regarding size, composition and selection of local committees.)

V. Local System Inservice Training Program

A local school system may develop a program for the inservice

improvement of its teachers. If participation in the inservice train-
e. .

ing program is to be applied towards meeting requirements for the

renewal of certificates, the program must be submitted to the State

Iirsardof Elementary and Secondary Education for approval. Additionally,

it is required:

A. That the program be related to both the needs of the teachers and

those of the school system. P

That representativea of classroom teitchera, sehool administratera,
.

superintendent's staff, *local school -board, parenta and other lay

public be involved in the development of the program.

C. That the program be -approved by the local school board.

D. That. provisions be made f evalnating the effectiveness of the

program.-

VI. Local Teacher Assessment Program-

The State Legislature will require that each local school system-

establish a Teacher EFaluation and Assessment Committee to fortunate

plans for assessing the= performance = =of holders of Provisional Certificates

- (probationary teachers) and tile performance of teachers who are applying

for the renewal of certificates. The committee membership must include:

A. Representatives of classroom teachers with Standard, ProfeSsional

and Acivaiaced Profeasional Certificates.
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B. Representatives of-school administrators,

-C. Representatives -of the local school superintendent's staff.

D. Representatives of the local school board. -

All plans must be approved by the State Board of Elementary and

Secondary EduCation.

The State Boarti- of E.1.emlan cation- All_ appoint- a,

committee to formulate rationale, Criteria and-guidelines for assessing

teaching-performance.

VI. Transition from Current Certification Standards

The IToposed certification- standards-will not -apply to teachers

who areholdes of-state-life-certificates) Type A and Type B. -All

teachers with-expiring-probationary-Certificates requiredste,

apply forrStandard Certificates.

0)

O
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Establishment of a State Teacher Certification Commission

Chapter VII, which relates to state teacher certification

standards and practices commissions and boards ,revealed that there is a

national trend toward the establishment of State Teacher Certification

Standards and Practices Commissions am Boards, that in twenty five states

teachers are given trio: opportunity to share in the governance of the teach-

ing profession through their representation on teacher certific/ation

commissions and boards;- that with the exception of two states., California

and Oregon, teacher certification commissions and boards are not autonomous

agenpies;_ and that there has -been _the tendency for the membership of '81tate

Teacher- Certification Standards .and- -Practioes- -Conimissions to -be represent"

tiVe of all the =Major =groups actively involVed in_ the development and

administration of the public schools.-

Based on the findings of Chapter VII, the following presents recommenda-

tions relating to the establishment of a State Teacher Certif'ication Conmiis-

sion for Louisiana:

Creating the State Teacher Certification Commission. It is

recommended that the State Board of = Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion -establish-a -State- Teacher-Certification, ConunisSiOn_=with- -a_

meMbership.:, of fifteen,_ serving three-year staggered terms_._

-Members .Shouldr _be- ineligible-tor :successivo -Latina.
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2. Membership. It is recommended that the membership pf the Commission

be representative of the following:

Public School Teachers

School Principals

LoCal School Superintendent

Louisiana School Boards Association

State Department of Education 1

State Board for Elementary and
Secondary Education 1

Higher Educational Institutions

Lay Public (Parents) 2

Business and Industry

Labor 1

It is to be noted that an effort has been made to include as

members of the Coimnission representatives of both the producers of

the educational product (teachers), the educational prodiict itself

(students) and the consumers of the product (public). This member

ship composition seems to be justified on the grounds that teaching

is a public service profession.

1

1

Opportunities should be provided for the groups included on the

Commission to-make nominations for their respective representatives.

3. Budget. It is recommended that the State Legislature appropriate

an annual operating budget to employ a professional staff and to

. finance the work of the CoMmission.

4. Duties and Responsibilities. It is recommended that the responsi

bilities of the :Commission consist of the following:

a. Developing requirements for teacher certification.

b. Developing standards for the accreditation of teacher

education programS in colleges of education.

41-0.11.
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c. Developing teacher performance standards.

d. Developing standards for retaining teachers in the teaching

profession.

e. Developing stanuards and procedures for monitoring the ethical

behavior of teachers.

f. Conducting hearings on matters pertaining to suspension and

revocation of certificates.

g. Conducting studies and research on matters related to the

improvement of teachers.

5. Working Procedures. It is recoMmended, that all actions of the

CohunisSiOn be subject to the approval of the State BOard for

Elementary and Secondary Education. Actions of the Commission

should be forwarded to the Stater Board for Elementary arid=

Secondary Education by the State Department of Education aftei'

it has had sufficient time to assess the -recommendations.

4 02
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CHAPTER XII

REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR BY THE

GOVERNOR' S EDUCATIONS STUDY COMMITTEE

(Adopted April 21i-; 1975)

The Governor' s Education Study Committee was charged with studying various

facets of public education. The top priority of the committee focused on the
question of teacher pay and, because of the shortness of time, both the committee
and staff devoted most of their time to this question.

The opinion surveys commissioned by the Governor' s Education Study Committee
revealed- that teacher= pay is in the forefront of concern to teachers. Principals

ranked increased teacher pay as_ their second priority, followed only by concern
for student discipline. The public, on she other hand, had Jess concern over
higher teacher pay, but over half of the public did feel teacheis were not paid
enough. .

-Research by committee staff -revealed that teachers' salaries compared with
_other :professions _are- usually low on -an annual Teachers' _salaries- compare

somewhat more favorably on a monthly basis (nine -months' for teachers), particularly
with professions -not involving 'scientific _and technical fields.

Salaries = paid= teachers:: in- LOniaiantk=compared with- teacher- pay levels =other

states- -show, LOuisiana- is -_quite-_ low, even- -allOwing: for= -coat of living:differences-.

Average. teachere'- -Salaries= in Louisiana- rank;Iow- not only -among the--50--state04_ tolit
even -- among the 13= neighborFit_ =so-nthern-_=s tates-. Estimates= for- =the -current_ 1974=75
year- sho).T; LOttiaiana rank-si.38th=ationg_ the-_,50-_ states- =and--7,th -anion& the_ southern

=states. k- Lotisianttr,:standing lhaa been-=.-drOpping: in:_redent Tearsi, indicating.-other-

statee-are =making_ a -greater -effort._. =CampariatiUS--Of -Louisiana._ teachers' =salaries-

-perceatage:-of the--natiOnaI =average and == of the= ,sOuth -also reveal that -Louisiana-

teacher _pay is -relatively low-.

The committee's recommendations on teachers' salaries envision new approaches
(1) the, proposed new schedule is Structured to permit greater equity and to
facilitate future changes and (2) a new salary inducement approach through certifi-
cation should increase. teacher competencies and hence, the quality of education.

In your charge to the committee, the possibility of basing teaCher pa.y on

strengthened certification requirements was mentioned:

It
It should be more important to all of us to Male certain that our
teachers constantly renew themselves by being required to become
recertified- at least every five years:- I would hope that the State
Board of Education would move' to strengthen the certification Standards
so =that no teacher in the future who is unqualified can becorae
certified. Increases might be contingent on meeting new and higher

recertification requirements. "

The following recommendations have been adopted by the committee by a majority
vote of the membership. The committee regrets that, due to the limitations of

time, it could not delve into more areas thich are of major concern. An enumeration
of those areas in which research has not yet been completed as well as areas in
which it was not possible to initiate research follow the recommendations of the
committee.
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RECOMMENDATION 1: NEW STATE TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULE

It is recommended that the legislature enact a new statateacher salary
schedule which would grant all teachers ,an increase..

1. The recommended new salary schedule should be ba'sed on an ";The
present state schedule is a composite of varying- approachierg of the past, and
does not treat all teachers equitably in terms of annual increments and degrees
attained.

An indexed balary schedule has several advantages. It permits equitable
policies in terms of experience, training level and any other factors infused
into salary 1av61a,. It has the further advantage of permitting future-- salary
changes by merely cjianging the starting salary for beginning bachelor s degree
teachers, since salaries of all other categories are expressed as a percentage
of this base figure.

2-. -For 1975 -76, it is recommended that all teachers baj- paid- according to
the salary -schedule f6r Option. I. The starting_ salary for _beginning bachelor's
degree- =teachers -wobld $1,-500-. =Under -the= index -schedule,, the average teacher
:salary-would :be- _$9,746 ,, an- increase- of-approkimately 11 percent iabOve the
teacher =Sala* :schedUle- in of fed t--for 1975=16- =under present -116-St teacher s-
mould receive--a- 000: tO- $1,000==raise . These- zsalaria-s --wOuld -be_ paid- -by the :state:
and: -do= niiot include -local _supplement -s.= -( Se e z=-Table-

'The, index =schedule_ embodied, in- the--EOption: I pay- _plan- zrants-iall teach-era
-a Yearly --experience= increment-of 1.5- spetderit=6f- base _pay._ =An- Increment -of =8-
percent -of base --pay is:_granted to-teadhers- with=_ a=_,master ' =degree . Additional
increments - 7=t)etcent,_ 10=percent =and 14 -percent-Over the-master la-degree- level
-are -giVen- for persons_ -attaining-. -the-master' plus 30=fgradilitte-:hoUrs-, specialist
-in ethicatibm.-ith.d-doctor ate, respectively.

The =dollar difference,-between the- _present ,state- zechedble- =and- -that proposed
under -- Option I isz ah-own- in Table 3-.

A. The recap:mended:salary- schedule for- 1975--76:=:Would require $399-
''annualizeT the- increaae- =granted= hy- the: 1915 _spedial_

-session plus provisi6n- for- additional -special edudation- teachers. -The -coat =Of
funding_ the new salary -schedule=,-in 1975476,-would -13e- $41 million-over the 1975=76
schedule =as- presently authorized by law._ -:(See:-Table:

5-. Ail _added= salarY adhedulei. Option: =Would- -g-o_ int-O- effect fOr 1976-177.
-Tedchers -imployed,:prior to- July 1; 1.9476_ whO_-eleCt to-work -Under =Option' I Would !
continue to he paid' Under- =this -schedule,- Howeverlz newly hired teacher-s -and=othera-
seledting to =follow :the _professional: development progratir -discubsed under Reconiten-
datioh -2'1_ -would= he paid acc-Ording- to,'the --salary :schedule-of Option- -II ._

-The =Option II salary schedule- prOvide-s_ increments which= are: 3=percent -above-
=salaries= -under- =OptiOn_ II, _except tor the =first three yeara of_- teaching -experience
Under =all -categories-Of :dettificateSi. -(Salariesi for- -the first_ three- years_ of
teaching; experience -would- -he- the.-_,saine under-Option I =and: II.): rAdditiOnal incre=
Merits for experience -are, -PrOvided Under :Option _II -above- those_ rpreabiltlY authorized=.
-(See Table -4.1 404
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Table 1.

INCREAS1fS IN TEACHERS' SALARIES THAT WOULD RESULT FROM RECOMMENDATIONS

OF GOVERNOR'S EDUCATION STUDY COMMITTEE

1) Average teacher salary paid by state:(a)

1974-75 $ 8,457

1975-76:
Present schedule $ 8,741 (b)

Recommended schedule $9,74-6`

Increase in average teacher salary paid, by state under

recommended schedule:

3975 -76-over 1974-75 $ 1,289 or 15%

1975-76 over present
schedule for 197546 -- $1,005 or 11%(b)

2) State funds ==to =finance teachers' salaries

1974-75 $340 million

1975-76 --
$35Present -- $358 taillion(c) 1.k).

Recommended schedule -- $399 raillion`"'

Increase, recommended schedule for 1975-76
Over present schedule for 197-5'.76 -- $41 million or 11%

3) Cost per day: Average per teacher $54.15
Overall $2.2 million

-4) Cost for -teacher -retirement:,

1974-q5:,== $27 =million_

1975,76-
-Preeerit iSehedtle--_,-$28.-6- million
Recttmended--Schedule_

Increase in teacher =retirement -cost, recommended:schedule for

1975 -76 over prebeitt schedule for 1975 -76 -= $3.3 million

(a) Includes salaries of principals paid by the state in accordance With their

experience and degrees, the same as though they were teachers. The $9,450
average teacher salary for 1974775, estimated, y staff of =the State Department,

of Educationj does not include principals but does include local supplements.

The staff of the SDE estimates that the average salary of instructional staff

-(teachers, principals, assistant superintendents and supervisors of instruction in

special areas) for 1974-75 is $9,705 including local supplements.

(Continued:)-
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Table 1.

{Continued)

(b
)Excludes state payment of 174 nondegree teachers in line with recommendations

of Governor's Education Study Committee. It is assumed,that local systems would
replace nondegree teachers with beginning bachelor degree teachera to conform-
with the number of teachers allotted and paid by the state. There would be little
difference in initial cost for this change.

(c) Increase due primarily to additional special education teachers - 564 fulitime
and another 670 who would -be employed for varying portions of the school-year
as children are evaluated and, placed in special education classes. Increase also
results from full year financing of the $400 or 5 percent raise authorized by the
1975 Ex. Sess. The additional special education teachers would cost the state

approximately $9 million, and the full year cost of the 1975 salary raise another
$9 million.
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Table 3.

DOLLAR DIFFERENCE

PRESENT SALARY FOR 1975-76 AND-PROPOSED SALARY, OPTION I FOR 1975-76

Years of
Experience Standard Professional

Advanced Professional
. A Post Professional

0 $ 770 $ 3459- $ -1684
,,

$ 1592- -$ 1470

1 821 1210 1738 1644 1522-

2- :873- 1262 1787- 1695- _1573=

31 -925 1314 1838 1748= 1519=

4 -976 1365, 1890: 1798 3.448=

5 1027- 1310 , 1784- 1687 1378-

6- 1079 1256_ 1670: 1563- 13091

7- 1131 1186- 1544 1439_- 124o

8- 1181 m6_ 1420 1313-. Illo'

9= 1116 1046
__ 1295 1187: 1099:

io 1041 977- 1170= 1062 1029_,

u= -908- 3.043 '938- 960-

12 -919- :812= ,., -850=

-= Key: 1-1)- =Standard:- Retinires -a-_,bachelorla =degree-._
(2):_2shekikajj Requires a _taster 1-s_-&egree=_and: is- eligible for a

Standar& -certifibate .
(3)- -Advanced--PrOfeadi6nal:-

-4equires- completion_iot-a-n---approve&-planne&;pregre#, of 30=
ours ,beyon&=6.-_-mastei degre e- _and; is-- eligible; for a-

-ProfesElional -certifidate-.
-(B)flequirea_roompietion-,Of--=a-apeciaIist- in-,edncatiam-degreei

and is eligible- for =a-professiOnal certificate-.
-(4)_ =Post -Professional:-* Requires -,completion -of- -a_ Ph. or Ed. -D.

-degree- -and-la--e1igible- for =airEadlranced\-profeasionEal -Certificate.
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Table 5.

ESTIMATED COST OF FUNDING SALARY INCREASES FOR OTHER SCHOOL PERSONNEL

1975-76

422 .SOpeivisors , Visiting Teachers
At present schedule (12/9 of $10,080) 46,671,680

Increase under' recommended schedule 511,042_

Retirement, 8% 494,618
a

(
-,0,

6,627 Bus Operators . 52,557,215

-1.- 10% on base compensation alone. 2,61,7,48

Retirement, 8%.. -
4,413,976

1,450 Special Education Aides
60 Bus Attendants

10%
Retirement, 8%

10,958 Clerical, Custodial, Maintenance
69,553,558

10% _6,955,356
76,508,914

)( -85% .

-Retirement, -8%

8,521 Lunchroom -Employees
÷ 10%
Retirement, 316

rivet e , Parochial Lunch Erployees
10%

TOTAL

Total =excluding Salary increases

Total increase .1975 -76 recommended over 1975,76

present salaries

410

398

. 4,205,000
107,100-
431,210`
379,465

tAvvr

65,032,57'2
5,202,606

28,259,-472
2,825,94'7
1,087,990

3,491,742
349,174

$17, 638, 294

164,134,738

$13,503,556



RECOMMENDATION 2: TEACHER CERTIFICATION PLAN

The major goal of this reco -.ndation is to iiprove the quality of teaching

through a certification program base uft continuing professional development with

accompanying financial inducement.

The proposed teacher certificatior plan would have the following major

features:

1. Teachers would be encouraged to continue their. professional developmeht

through a salary inducement schedule. Presently employed teachers Could choose-

not to enter into a professional development progrA without jeopardizing their

salaries, certification or ,emplcyment but such teachers would not receive the

professional development salary increment.

2. Persons possessinga valid teacher certificate prior to July 1, 1976 need

not be certified under Option II which calls for a professional development program.

However, teachers'initielly employed after July 1, 1976 would be required to follow

a -professional development prograu-i under Option II and could not revert to Optior I.

3. Teacher certificat9 would be renewed every- five ,years under Option, I ari'd

II. Option I requires only continuous teaching for reriewal, as is =the =- present

policy. Under Option II, a teacher would have to accumulate -at least 150 profes

sional improvement points thrOugh participation in organized college study, local

system inservice improvement programs and teacher-planned self-improvement prograrns.

11. A =State Committee on ProfesSiorial Development )
consisting of 15" members

,-

repreSenting Various= compeller-AS of the school systeth and lay publio-, WoUld be

appointed to forMuiate criteria and ocedures for granting Professional itipreve

-ment points and to maintain appropriate records ,
5. A =Local Committee on Professional, Development, alSo representative of the

School system-arid the lay public, would_be named to certify that prOfessional

develOpmerit plans of tcachers were in compliance with state. standards and to= advise

local school systems on heeds as well as development of inservice programs.

6. =Local school Systems would plan and implement Professional iriservice

programs: to f:%-ri÷it each teacher to accumulate at least half the required nutber
of profeaSional improvement points at the local system leVel,

7-. The =proposed =professional deVelopment pi?). -would be activated= at the

beginning of the 1976 -;77 school Tear since a- yeai-would be ..squired to d_ evelop

the procedures and= inservice prbgrams4:

R. S. 17:411 empowers the State =Board of 'Education *to prescribe qualifications

for certification of teacherS. However, the present recothmendatIon links teacher

certification to teacher salaries and teacher salary schedules= must be= enacted,

and funded by the legialature. Therefore, the' proposed teacher certification plan
should either be established by legislative act, or the legislature should .maridate

the State ;Board =of Elementary and Secondary Education to establish certification

standards in ce nc with the propoSed plan for certiki.cation'andthe accouvr;

Ranying= salary schedule.

411.
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DETAILS OF PROPOSED TEACHER CERTIFICATION PLAN

UNDER RECOMMENDATION 2

1. Classes of Certificates

This certification plan offers to teachers two options: Option I permits
a teacher to be certified on the basis of training and experience; and Option II
permits a teacher to be certified on the basis of evidence of continuing
professional development. Teachers who accept the Option II plan are expected
to,demonstrate a commitment to continuous professional development.

Option I will become effective July 1, 1975 and Option II, July 1, 1976.

The model's flexibility allcii4e presently employed teachers to move from
Option I to Option II, and vice versa, without jeopardizing their certification
for continued employment. Teachers holding a valid certificate prior to July 1,
1976 will not be required to pellicipate in Option II. Teachers initially
employed after July 1, 1976 are required to follow Option II and may not later
select Option I. The following classes of certificates will be issued to indivi-
duals who are eligible for employment in the public school system of Louisiana:

- Standard I and- II

- -Profefleional, I and II

== cAdvelted= Professional I and II and=B, I and -II

- -Post -Profeasional -and= II.

o
2'. Professional =Development -Programs-

Applicants_ for Option- II =certificatee must file-=with = the local -system_
Trete esionai -deVeiopthent aothitittee=eikeppreve& -plan-- tor- craitinuoue profes.=-
eional -deVeiopthent for the p-giiod.- of the TiVe--Year dertifidate in-=conformance-
With state _ Aelines and the,local _professional improvement-program._

The -applicant s planS Must provide for the accumtlaticin Of Minimtm of
150 professional improvement points -(PIP l_s) =during the five-year -period in
accordance with the following:`

(I) Formal organized college ''etudy, 0-100 PIP le.

(2) Participation in local ineerkice programs,= 50=-150 P11'113-,

() Teacher-pRuaned- iselt=improvement activities, -0-50 PIP' s.

Local, sohool systems shall _make -available inaervice -programs so that teachers
Call- earn _at least half of their reqUired :points through a local-inserkice- prograth.-

A :participant in Option II -they alter his plan =during the five,-year period With
approval of the local -professional -development comMittee.

rc

zaii- applicant- =eompletes-tis=_approve& -program= of' -professional development
during the fiVe7year period- =of the -certificate,,--he-may renew -his-certificate
under --Option- II by filing=-a_ hew five7year- plan. If an-- applicant fails to- -6omplete=
shie-_approve& pregram of -professional development- during- the fiveyear :period -of the-

:A-1=9
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certificate., he may be granted an additional year tg complete the p.ogram provided

there were extenuating circumstances.

If an applicant under Option II who was employed prior to July 1, 1976 fails

to complete his approved prggram of professional development diiring the five-

year period of the certificate or an t.lditional year if there were extenuating

circumstances, his certificate will be renewed under Option I rather than Option II.

He must accumulate those points that he failed to earn under Option II before he

may reenter Option II.

3. Requirements for Certificates

A. STANDARD I AND II

Currently employed teachers have the option of applying for Standard I or

Standard II. .

General Requirements.

1. Completion of a regionally accredited and state approved bachelor's
degree program which meets certificatibn'requirements.

2. Met all certification requirements for a teaching field.

3. HaP a major in at least one subject-matter field or area.

4. Recommendation by a responsible official of the institution from
which he received the degree, verifying that. the applicant has
demonstrated competencies for effective teaching.

STANDARD I is valid for an indefinite number of five-year periods on

continuous use.

STANDARD -II is: Valid tor fiVe yearsand will Ua issued -to-- teachers Who=

IAte- =filed= _with-the= local =system professional develOPment-committee an

apprOved =plan for- continuous professional development_ for- the five-,yeat

;peridd =of the-certifiCate.

; e e tsuir The_ Standard -Certificate:II is renewable -on the

following bases:

I. A= -minimum -of one _year of teaching;on :a Standar& -Certificate.

Successful completion-Of the approved five - year professional develop-

=meat plan as discussed abOve.

3. Tiling-of- a -new-five7year professional development plain.

11. -PROFESSIONAL I AND II

_Currently eMployed teachers

-01r- PrOfessiOnal II:

:PROFESSIONAL I is valid- ior

=on- =continuous- -use =and- it is

requirements:

have the option .of applying for Professional I

an.indefinite number of five-year per5.oas
issued= to- an applicant who meets the following

413
1 0l



1. Qualified for a Standard Certificate.

2. Earned a mster' s degree in _the applicant' s special field or area from
a -regionally accredited graduate schotil:

PROFESSIONAL II is valid for five years and is issued to an applicant who
meets the following requirements:

1. Qualified for a Standard Certificate.

2. Earned a master's degree from a regionally accredited graduate school.

3. Filed with the local professional development committee an approved
fiie-year plan for continuous professional development.

Renewal Requirements. The Professional Certificate II may be renewed on
the following bases:

1. Completion of the professional development plan under the expiring
certificate.

_ 2. One year of teaching on the expiring .certificate

3. Filing of a new five-year professional development plan.

ADVANCED PROFESSIONAL A, I AND II

Currently -employed teachers have the option of apply-ing for Advanced
Professional A, I' or II.

=ADVANCED --_:PROFESSIONAL -k. -I -is Valid- -for an, ifidefinite-nuMber- ,o-f five-year-
Peridde- on-continuous- -use .-_ It will be issued to an applicant who -meets the
-following: requirements:_

Is qualified-, for-ia- Professional =Certific-ate.

2.- = Completed -a- Program- of thirty -or :more :-houre-abo-v-e- the-Aesterl_s=
-degree,._ Persons -who have initiated==a, program -of 30-:grAduistte-lduts:
beyond the-master' s=-degreenses--of- July -1,_1975 will operate-under
the _Pricir -ekieting_ laws- _until June-30,: 1980 ;Those persons
-a = prOgram: of 30--fgraduatesthoUrs_ beyond the-master '-e-degree must-:acquire-
-the 30 =- additional :graduate houle-tuider- a --planned -program-.

`ADVANCED PROFESSIONAL A- II is= valid for- five= years. It_ will -be issued- to-

-an tiki_IicciAt who -meets- the --following: reqUirements:=

Is--qualified tor- -a_ -Prqfessional Certifcate.-

2. . =Complete& a program, of'-thirty _or-,ink.ire_ hour-e-above- -the-Master _degre
PersOns _who_ have initiated=- a-- program-Of 30_-,gradttate- -hours- beybn& the
Master '43-degree -as_ -of_JUly 1,_- 1975---win OPerete, _under the prior
existing -laws- -until June 30,_ 1980.- Thoee- persons= initiating-a-_

prOgram- of 30--graduate, :hour s beyond_ _the-master s = =-degree- must_ acquire
the 30-- additional graduate lhoure-unck-- &planned- Iniogram.

3.- Has two years of teaching ow! pitrofessional Certificate.



4. Filing of a five-year -professional development plan.

enewal- Requirements. The Advanced -Professional A, II is valid for five

_years and is renewable- on the following bases:

1. Completion of the professional development plan under the expiring
certificate.

2. -One year -of -teaching on the expiring certificate.

3.. Filing of a new five-year professional -development plan.

D. ADVANCED_ PROFESSIONAL B- -I AND II

Currently eMployed- teachers have the option of applying for -Advanced
Prpfe-ssional B, I or II.

_ADVANCED _PROFESSIONAL B I is valid' for an indefinite _number -of -five-year

_periods =on continuous- use. It will be issued to an_ applicant- who meets

. the follOwing requirements:

1. Ierqualified- Tor-a Professional Certificate._

2-.- =CoMpleted-,a -spedialiat in education--degree.,

ADVANCED PROFESSIONAL-:B-, II is Vali-di:for rive- years.- It_ Will -13e- issued

to===an-_,applicant--Who- meets the-the -: reqblrements :

I.- Is- qUalified-f or -á -Professional Ceritifiette.

-2-. =Completed-A =specialist in- education -- degree.-
\

3-. -Has- =two years= of teaching on -a_ Professional -Certificate._

4. Tiling -of--ative-7year profestiona.I.-developMent plan.

Renewal -- Requirements-.- The-AdVanced- TrofeSsIonal 11,- II is- valid for five-

Ybars=-_ and- -is- reneWable on- the- =following - bases:

I. =Completion-of the professional development -Plan-under the =eXpiring

certificate_.

_ 2. =One- year =of teachinvon the expiring certificate.

3-._ Filing =of a new five year"-professional-development _plan.

'E. POST:PROFESSIONAL I 'AND II

-Currently- emploYed- teachere have= -the- _option_ -a- applying_ -for -Post

Professional I =or II.

POST PROFESSIONAL I is valid= Tor an indefinite number of= -five-leer periodt

on-=continuous use It -will =be issued-- to :an- appiidant-Vh- meets the following:
requirements:
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1. Is qualified for an Advanded Professional Certificate..

2. Holds a doctorate degree.

POST PROFESSIONAL II is valid for five years. It will be issued to an

applicant who meets the following requirements::

1. Is qualified for -an Advanded Professional Certificate.

2. Holde a doctorate degree .

3. Has two years of teaching on a= Professional Certificate.

4. Filing of a five -year professional development plan.`

Renewal Requirements. The Post Professional II is ;laid for five years

and is renewable on the following bases:

1. Completion -of the professional development ,plEin under the-expiring

certificate.

--20he year of teaching-on the -- expiring =certificate-4i

Filing of =8._ new, five-7year professional development- plair.

4. -State-:Coimittee -On =Preesaional Tetelopmeht,

lle_State_Legiaidtbre-shall -aUthorize-the-State-Board,of-ElementOt-and=
econdary Education to appoint a State Committee on Professional Development.

=COMOOSition-of-,State-=Ccitudittee-
.

Tho .State =Conimittea- on-ProfesaionaI: Development-will -consiet-e: 15members,,

to -serte- for- three-7year staggered- t ems-. =Membership-ishali =be-compoSed-of

rapresentativea of-the following: '

State_Hdard- fdr lieientary-andi-Secondary-Edudation= 1_

Sltate,,Departient _of- Education_ 1

-Clas srcioi:Teadhers

Institutions. -of- =Higher -Education- 1
lodaa =School ISUPerintendents= 1

Louisiana-AbsOciatioti- 1

_School-Principals 2

Lay-Publio- _2:

HUSiness-,and: IndustrY 1

Tabdr- 1

This= :coMmittse -ccitld=alsor serve- as- a -State-Certification-=CounciL mdcal

=act- iiuran-=adVittrt _capacity to---the =State- =Boar& de,Ereiiiiitary and_:Sedon4ary

=Education, if the= =board:_-witihea -io-establish-auch--a-donntil. (See-;Chapter

tow =Staff= recdrimendatiOnS= relating, -to-,establishment_ -of =A_ -state==certifidation

coMm3sOicin_for Ibuisiana



Responsibilities of State Committee

The State Committee on Professional Dovelopment shall formulate recommendations

to the State Board. of Elementary and Secondary Education regarding state guide-

lines on professional improvement points (PIP' s).

1., Criteria for approving professional improvement points.

2. Procedures for granting professional improvement points.

3 Areas of experiences =and activities yielding professional improvement

points.
il

ii. Serve as an appeals committee on cercification.

(a) Both teachers and the local superintendent may appeal= the decision
or recomraendation of the Local School System Committee on- -Pro-

fessional -Development to the State Board for Elementary and Secondary

Education throUgh the Statewide Committee and the State Department

=of Eduoaticin.

(b) All actions and recommendations of the State Committee would be
subject -to approval by the State Board for Elementary and' Secon-

dary Education.

5. Plan for_= converting= _professional = sdvancament activities to professional

improvement points as illustrated below:

(a), Active involvement in -a one-day conference equals 3 PIP'S._

(b) Earning three semester hours of college credit equals 25 PIP' s

:(b)- =_CompletionCf one-week --work-shop_--equals= -15 -PIP

,(d)= of- educational travel equals 15- -PIP 'a.

intain records on_ -points, =earned_ hy teachers- -partioipating= in =Option;II.
The_ -State- --Board of Elementary and.' 'Secondary Education=rehali

establish procedures= 'for =mOnitoring zPIP1=s-- earned teachers- ipartic=.-

ipatirl_

ProfebbionaI _Improvement -Pointa

Teachers:may earn- =professional imprOvement =points= =(PIP'a)i -for- r e-newing:
certifiaatea,EbY participating' in-=such educational- activities- =as listed in

the- fellowing-, -under-igUidelines -approved-by the- State- :Board, of _EliMentary

=arid' -Secondary -Education:-

1. -Participationi inservice- improvement program =sponsored by the=

local -achobl =system-.,

2. -Participation_ in -workshoPs= sponsored by =a- univereity -or- Jointly by

Ainiversit -and-,*-_ local =school -idystem.
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3.4
Formal college study.

4. Development of innovative instructional programs.

5. Independent study.

6. Organized program of educational travel.

7. Supervising student teaching.

8. Creative production in- the arts.

9. Active involvement in educational meetings and conferences.

10. Publishing articles in professional journals.

11. Working with local and state agencies on programs which are related
to education.

This list will be extended- and -PIP'S for each activity-determined -by the
State Committee on Professional Development.

6. Professional Vavelopterit_rCtimthittee-
,

_=CoMpotaitiOir=of-Locai ComMittee-

-Each pariSh--or--city -system= will -be require& to appoint =a- Local Professibn-al
Development- Committee,: to= conSist_ '11 teachers 1_ _2- prindipals, -2 representatives=
Of- the publi-e-,anct 1 instructional -superVieor-,_ =all -to_ _Serve- three7--year==staggerect
terms,-

In--order- to -obtain= teacher representation, each:_s_chool within the local
svfltem- will -elaCtsil. tdaoher. Athong; -those, ,so_ elettdd,_ the- =president -of the=
school board -will -draw 9-- names-as a-nominating panel. -Such-- panel -Will -select=
the four te-achers: inproporti-on to thee racial -distribUtion: of students in-isuch-
ay_stemb, -or -as- -near -as the-proportion _All permit._

Principals- min :eledt 2-representatiVes;_ the school =board-Will -seledt ,2=

representatives= of- the:v11)116; -and-E the- instrudtional :supervisory staff will- select
I representative._

-Responsibilities- of _local -=Committee

This= :Committee- will -hava_as- its _Major- responsibility certifying -to the-State-
-COmmittee-:onProfessiOnal -Development (or the- Teacher-Certification Council)
that prOfessional improvement points= submitted by =applicants =for_ entering- Option-II
=an& for-_dontinuirig_ in such :prograti.donform: tO-_state standards-.

At -the- end -cif--eadh- year, participants_ in---Optio-n- :Shall .submit progresa
report on-- professional developient -to, the -Local -Pro-fess-Iona-1 Developtent
=Committee-.



Actions, and recommendations of the local Committee will be submitted-to the

local school superintendent fbr-approval. If the superintendent doe p not support

the- recommendation of the committee, the committee-can override the superintendent

by a two-thirds- vote. The teacher-or ,superintendent has the option-of appealing

thSlocal decision to the state committee.

Emponsibilities Of tocal,School System-

Each parish and pity school system shall develop a program for the inservice

improvement of its teachers. The local professional development crittee shall

advise the local school, board as to types-of programs needed'.

.
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RECOMMENDATION 3: SALARY INCREASES FOR OTHER SCHOOL EMPLOYEES

The committee recommends that other school employees be granted the following

increases:

1. . -Supervism gland reachers: Under the State Minimum Fonndatien_

Program, state appropriations for salaries of supervisors and visiting teachers

are-pegged at 12/9ths of -,the salary paid a teacher with a master 1:0 degree and

11 years' ekperience. , This salary is $13,11-40 for 1975-76 based on present law,

bUt would-be $141651 under the recommended salary schedule. This representS an

increase of $1,211 or 9-percent per supervisor or visiting teacher. .

2. Other School Employees: The*Committee recommends a 10 percent increase-

for salaries of -school 'bus= operators; bus attendantS; special eduoation aides;

clerical,- custodial and maintenance personnel; and lunchroom employees. School

bus operators would' receive the 10 percent increase on base compensation only

and not operational =expense. The full increase of 10 Percent- should be funded

by the state for 1975 -76 except for =Clerical, custodial =and -Maintenance- Personnel.

Since -the- state= -does not control the =inimber =or salaries paid = =clerical-, custodial

-andEstaintenance,--personnel, it is= ecommended- that the-,state- pay only =85 -percent of

the= CoSt =of increases = for such-- employees,_ =arid' the local =systems pay 15 -percent. It

is= further recommended= that allocations- local systeins= for such Oustodia

=and:maintenance personnel foliciw the :State =Board of- Education fOrthula which ib=

,baSeid on thertaimber of teadhera= allotted:s=by the =state and eMpreye& Eby the lodaI
_

%systems,

3; Coot: The= coat of recommended salary increases for other =school employees=

for 1975=76 would $13.5,tillion =above =cbsts under= the present dyetem. Table- 5

itemizeb the increases.

The =committee acknowledges -that its- recomthendations for !salary increases=

f er-iiarions: -types of isehooI _employees- are stopgap measures:- Research- is- -heeded=

t o -fermi-Mite policies -so- that the state- -can- effectiYely and. - equitably allodate-

salary funds= to- the_ various local _school systems, and -Ease Arevide ceilings on

-the -amount -of- states funds= reqUired.
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RECOMMENDATION 4: PAYMENT FOR ADDITIONAL INSERVICE DAYS

In LouisiEtna the stata pays teachers for 180 days a year, although some
other states provide payment for additional days devoted to professional development.

The number of days tor which teachers are compensated should be extended by
- two days, beginning in 1975 -76,- and a day should be added each year, up to five
days. These additional, days should be devoted to in-Service training approved
by the State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, and all teachers should
be required to partibipate. The cost of two additional days in 1975-76 would be
$4.4

RECOMMENDATION 5: ELIMINATION OF STATE PAYMENT FOR NONDEGREE TEACHERS

Present _state policy encourages local systems- to employ teachers 'without
degrees even though there is--an ample- _supply of --teachers- with degrees.-

To =upgrade -the :profession,- teachers- lacking a-degree -should- not be incorporated
into= the-state =minimum.,salary- schedule- except-tor the following:

1.= -Teadhers with==a certificate-- and iat least 15= years-exPeriende
who,-are= ri6W- /*id= the same-zas a bachelor degree_ teacher i_ Lifetime- deittifitates' to-
nondegree= teachers hava-not __heen-issued rsinde -julY 1,_ 1947-;- there-are -only
-each= teachere= today.= This- provision is -specified', in -R. =5._ 17:-422i2-,and-ishould,_ be-

retainedi-

2._ -Teaehers trade- and- industrial zeducatien.who= =can =substitute: -sik-,,yeara-
work -eXperience= ter- =college-=-Verk_ -and are =al-so-1:44T the-=eame: bacheler _degrea-
teacher--!--- _approximately l24-_ :Such= teacherb-.= This;= provision =isThis specified in Ea
State: Board =of =Education r e Solttien-- of June -26,- _1970s hilt -should-136- incorporated-
into law aSit._ Si- 17i422-.2-

RECOMMENDATION 6: STATE POLICY FOR TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Freest:It- law- IR.'S'. 17:424/ -Provides- that teachers =- transferring from- ona_-public
-School system to -- another within the _state- be==giVen-dredit for -such eiperience,
while_ R.= --424-.1,grants--=credit for- teadbing: in the U. S., =Arm=ed Forces= Institute-
School System: iloWevers- theta:1a no atatewide, lintformrpolidy as: to-granting_
of _credit_ for -other types- Of- teadhing-,experience-,_ even though the =state hears= the-
coat-tinder: the- -atate_ =sa-lary -6Ohethile -if- :credit_ is =gitan =by -a local SYEitemi

The =legislature should= -enact provi-sions- for-=granting- credit_ for- teaching_ -exper_-_-
fence in =the following instance-a:

1._ Teaching- in -elem-entary _or =high Scho-ols- in--another state,- -provid-ed- =there Is-
reciprocity lietwe-en=iiciutsiana and- -other atate.-

2-.= sTeaqhing--at _eh= institUtien of =higher- education, -whether in Louisiana or-
-anether -state,_ _provided- -stioh teaching- was-on- a- =!fulltime- =buds- and- that_ -there=
-reciprocity tetWeen=lauisiana--iand- -anether =state_ -for _credi-ting -Out_=of: _state- _eXperience.,

f

3. -The =State Board-of -Elementary -ands:Sedeindary: Edndatien should forttlate:
a- Uniform_ polidy for- granting_ scredit,_ Under the =state -minima-in-:salary schedule for-
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teachers transferring to a public school system who had teaching experience at
private or -parochial schools, whether in Louisiana or in another state: There

should be reciprocity between Louisiana and another state for crediting out-of-
state experience. The legislature- should -grant the state bohrd this authority.

The attorney general ruled in January .3.975 that
authority to grant credit for teaching experience at

4. The State Board of Elementary and Secondary
a policy for granting experience credit for teachors
well as certification of such teachers.

school beards do not have
a parochial schools

Education should formulate
from foreig, countries as

RECOMMENDATION 7:. PLANNED- MASTER' =S PLUS 30 HOURS PROGRAM=

Teachers with_ a _master la degree are._ allowed to earn 30 -additional graduate
hours = and receive additional pay under the =state schedule -( R. S. 17:;1121.1)
However, there is no- requirement- that such_ hours =be in--a planned- -program- related
to the teachers' duties and- responsibilities at the- present time.

-=After -July 19751, persons= enter __a program =of 30-_,additioital: graduate-

hOurs= -must =submits _plans= for zadquiring_such- hotra to- the-=State_ -Board of FilementarY

and- _Secondary- Education- -f or -approval in =a-, =planned ;program. It =should-he\
responsibility -ofof the= State= -Board= -of' Elementary _and:Ssoondary Education to= es-tablien-

standarde- fcir planned= Eprograin= of- 30--gradtiate-loUrs-.

The law should be amended to require the following:

2-. Persons- -who= -had= -initiated---a prograt:=of 30_zgraduate =hqurs: -beyond= the- master

-degree-as-of July 1, 1975-.couIct operate- under- the prier-existing_ law _until.%_Junes 30,

198a._

3. Persons =who had: alreati_ =acquired their master'a degree 30==gra uate

hours prior to July 1,-1976 could = continue to receive credits under the's =state\

minimum teacher salary schedule.

RECOMMENDATION= -8: _STATEWIDE_ CONP_REHENSIVE; INSURANCE-PLAN-FOR TEACHERS-
*

The_ legislature -ahould- =study -and -consider= iMplementation of a_ -comprehensive-

statewide- insurance =plait for teachers= similar- to the -plan -now:protrided fer-=state-_

employees.

The- -dbmtittee staff =has -dcillected= -data on- =present policies- =and -practioe-e- Of

loCal =school -systems= regarding= -insurance-coverage-116W =Provided) the range -of 'Nina:
=and:Costa to the -employer'-and=emploYee_. This==data reveals = -c-onsiderable-diverbilty-

among the- Tettioue_ isystethir. -HoweVer, the= zataff -has not_ lad' title= to- tabulate_ the
data= mer- forMulate -conclusions-and recOmmendationa-.

-OTHER =AIMS:NOT 'COVERED=

-The committ=ee- and =staff -made- co-nsiderabl-e_ effort to adequately critique= variot...s

facets- of =education_ within- the= time_-alletted- hilt was unable te-cotplete- ite- task._
The committee_staff -did 'prepare- reports -On=pupil,-teacher-ratios, -accountabilitY an
=merit = pay _programs ', but- the- -Ootmittee made- no= recommen-clatione in-_ these =areas-,
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LtlaUrly4a: The staff has .collected data but has either been unable
to tabulate,_ conclude and/or recommend in the following areas:

1. Salary policies concerning:

a. ProfessiOnal personnel other than classroom teachers-,

b. Substitute teachers .

c. Bus oPerators .

d. Lunchroom workers .

Custodial and maintenance workers .

f. Clerical employees.- -

g. Teacher aides .

2. Local _personnel policies concerning teachers:

a. -Hiring'.

b. =Exaltation -.

c. Professional growth opnortUnitiet

d=. =Promotion:

-Funding: for instructional -equipment- and- _supplies= ,by- -federall_ -state =end=
local ,gOvernment ;_ =monet = generated=in schools =through te e 8, asse sae d= parent-s-
and= fund-drives -and --teachorav _expenditure-a.

. =benefits for teachers:

Insurance

Sabbatical- leave._

c._ Dismissals under -tenure.

5. Innovative irograms df local schoOl systems,.

6. Nonteaching duties _assigned= teachers,.

7. -Polibieb and_ practi ces =among- Loui-siana vapublio -and-private- -college a Of
education,-regaxding student practice- teadhing:iand---stUdent-,obsertatiOn=
experience-a-.

-8.= _ACT _scores- of -college-===etUdents_ in=sLoulsiana .7. =education, majors and=othere
studonts,-,-,which segMent -study- to_rdeterniine- if there is-
=heed =to =encourage top= students tO- enter- the=teaching-

-enrollad=1.21==-601.1eges- _of_ -education_ -in, Lduisiana. This
-might be -=-&-=segment=rof-ia--study--on- teacher -supply =and,demand.
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Studies Not Initiated:

1. The committee heard testimony regarding Louisiana' s tenure law and provisions

in other states'. It. as the feeling of some committee members that -Louisiana'

tenure law is not a problem, but implementation may be faulty.

Failminntion of Louisiana' s asseesment programs.

Review of standards for approval of schools and enforcement.

4. Various factors affecting the quality of instruction not included above as

completed or underway.

5. Teacher education institutions, other than areas discussed above as underway.

6. The- committee heard testimony regarding _pilot programs underway in Louisiana

concerning teacher competency based programs, but made no recommendations.
.

FUTURE:COURSE -OF- =STUDY

=Ther-e-has:-not_heen_-a- -comprehensive= study- -of- -1:publios-educatio-n- louis-idiaa-,_

certainly -not tor_dedades=.- There- is a-question- as to_,-whether -sditie=-Vehi'cre-Or-

=me ohaniem- -should_11-0- established- _continne- the_ work: _initiated: :by- the=:_GoVernorls:

Education -Study Cotiittee,so- that-=a-thorough-EitUdy -Can= he-itiade aspects =Of

elementary =and :secondary-- education_in= -nek:of improvement:_ Such a itudy-=Could,
aIsb- he the- -ibasis- few formulating==a,teaningfui_-master--Plani for eIementary and

=secondary -edticatidn. -Act_ -513=-of--19714.-_- requires- that_the=fState---Board-or_--EIcimente-trY
and Secondary -EducatiOns _prepares-a_ madter plan= to --of-=education=

Under its - jurisdiction;- this is -to-be : the= bciardl -kiret_ prioiitt-after-its-

-e-stablishment.=


